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STAFF REPORT 
HYLA CROSSING STORMWATER OUTFALL DISCHARGE 

Shoreline Substantial Development Permit – SHO22-00007 

APPLICANT: Kristi Tripple, Vice President, Community Development, Rowley Properties   

STAFF CONTACT: Doug Yormick, Environmental Planner, 425-837-3083, dougy@issaquahwa.gov  

REQUEST:  The project proposes a new stormwater management facility and associated infrastructure, 
including stormwater pump station, pipeline, and nearshore outfall adjacent to Lake 
Sammamish. This facility is being built to handle existing stormwater and will not be 
associated with new stormwater impacts. 

 The proposed stormwater pipe alignment traverses an associated wetland to Lake 
Sammamish, a shoreline of the state, where an outfall is proposed to be located 10-feet 
from the ordinary high-water mark of Lake Sammamish.  

Upon completion, ownership of the facility will be conveyed to the City of Issaquah for long-
term management and maintenance after construction. 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION: September 15, 2021: Notice of Application mailed to property owners within 
300-feet. 

 October 6, 2021: Notice of Neighborhood Environmental Meeting mailed to 
property owners within 300-feet, and posted on the City’s website and 
Active Project Map 

 October 19, 2021: Shoreline Public Meeting, Neighborhood Environmental 
Meeting  

Background:  Hyla Crossing is a 60-acre collection of developed parcels located in the City of Issaquah 
(City). The City and Rowley Development entered into a Development Agreement (DA) for 
the Hyla Crossing properties in 2011 including a Hyla Crossing Master Drainage Plan 
(MDP).  

 The Hyla Crossing Pump Stormwater Discharge project proposes a new stormwater 
management facility and associated infrastructure, including stormwater pump station, 
pipeline, and nearshore outfall adjacent to Lake Sammamish (the “Project”). The DA and 
MDP outlined several items related to stormwater management. In lieu of detention, the 
Project will split stormwater flows between Tibbetts Creek and Lake Sammamish (the 
“Lake”). The City of Issaquah Drainage Manual and Ecology’s Western Washington Storm 
Water Manual have designated the Lake as a flow control exempt receiving water body. 
Meaning, the Lake has sufficient capacity to accept runoff from current and future 
development within its drainage basin. The designation allows for direct discharge of 
stormwater to the Lake. However, water quality standards are applicable to Lake 
discharge.  

 The DA considered traditional detention onsite with stormwater discharge to Tibbetts 
Creek. To achieve a similar hydraulic performance of the pump station, the detention vault 
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would contain 558,000-cubic feet of storage. The excavation of the vault would be 20-feet 
to allow gravity flow from upstream storm drainage. The site contains high ground water 
table which would create uplift pressure on the vault structure and will be unable to resist 
uplift pressure on the vault floor from ground water forces. Peat soils were also a factor 
not choosing traditional detention on site.  

 The basic Project elements were outlined in a threshold SEPA Determination SEP11-
00005 (Exhibit 11), dated March 14, 2012. The preferred alternative in 2012 was a 
submerged outfall on the lakebed of Lake.  

 In subsequent years additional analysis was collected to better map the Lake’s 
bathymetry where the outfall was proposed. This data disclosed the lakebed drop-off was 
more gradual than anticipated. It was determined the submerged outfall would need to be 
placed 200-feet offshore from Ordinary High-Water Mark (“OHWM”). 

 On February 27, 2019, a Joint Agency Pre-Application meeting was held to discuss outfall 
options. Included in the meeting were representatives from the City of Issaquah, US Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACOE), Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology), 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
(together, the “Agencies”). Several of the Agencies expressed concern about the invasive 
nature and high risk of causing impacts to Lake resources with a submerged outfall. The 
result of the meeting discarded the submerged alternative in favor of a near-shore outfall 
10-feet from OHWM.  

Analysis SMP policies and regulations: 
1. The proposed Project falls within the jurisdiction of the Issaquah Shoreline Master Program 

(SMP) because it is located within 200 feet of the OHWM of the Lake. Developments within this 
area require a permit to review for consistency with the SMP. 
 

2. The Project is a Stormwater Utility, which is a permitted use in the Lake Sammamish Urban 
Conservancy Environmental Designation per SMP Table 1 Permitted Uses (pg. 39). See excerpt 
below.  
 

 

  
3. The Project does not meet the threshold for an exemption from a shoreline substantial 

development permit established in WAC 173-27-040. Therefore, a Shoreline Substantial 
Development Permit (SSDP) is required. 
 

4. A SSDP is authorized to be reviewed under the Administrative Review Process Level 2 review in 
accordance with Section 18.04.360. F. of the Issaquah Municipal Code (IMC). A SSDP permit 
was applied for on April 14, 2022 (Exhibit 1). 

 
5. Public notification was provided to residences with 300-feet of the proposed development per 

IMC 18.04.180 (Exhibit 2). 
 

6. Per IMC 18.10.410.F a neighborhood environmental meeting is required for all Level 2 permits, 
which require a critical area study. Notification of the meeting was provided to all residences 
within 300-feet of the proposed development and held October 19, 2021 (Exhibit 3). 



7. The following are applicable SMP regulations that apply to the application for a Shoreline 
Substantial Development Permit along with the City’s findings for each: 

Shoreline Substantial Development Analysis 

5.1. Shoreline Use  
 5.1.2 Regulations 

1. All uses in the shoreline shall comply with the City’s land use code IMC Title 18 and this program.  

2. The shoreline use table (Table 1 in Chapter 4) defines those uses that are permitted outright and 
those uses that are only permitted as a conditional use. All unclassified uses, such as agriculture, 
forestry, mining, and non-hatchery-related aquaculture, shall be considered conditional uses and 
shall be governed by the policies in WAC 173-26. 

Staff Findings: Stormwater Utility is a permitted use in all Shoreline Environmental Designations 
per Table 1 (pg. 39) of the SMP.    

5.2 Archeological, Historical and Cultural  
 5.2.2 Regulations 

1. An application for a shoreline permit or request for a shoreline exemption permit for a 
development proposal located on or adjacent to a historic or cultural resource shall be reviewed 
pursuant to the requirements of Certificate of Appropriateness and Protection and Preservation of 
Landmarks, Landmark Sites and Districts found within Title 18 and this Program. 

2. An application for a shoreline permit or request for a shoreline exemption permit for a 
development proposal located on or adjacent to an area documented to contain archeological 
resources shall be reviewed pursuant to this Program and shall require a site inspection or 
evaluation by a professional archeologist in coordination with affected Indian tribes. 

3.   Whenever historic, cultural, or archaeological sites or artifacts are inadvertently discovered during 
shoreline development, work on that portion of the development site shall be stopped 
immediately, the site secured, and the discovery reported as soon as possible to the Planning 
Director/Manager. Upon notification of such find, the property owner shall notify the Washington 
State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, and the Planning Director/Manager 
shall notify the historic preservation officer and shall require a site investigation to determine the 
significance of the discovery. Based upon the findings of the site investigation and consultation 
with the historic preservation officer and the Washington State Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation, the Planning Director/Manager may require that an immediate site 
assessment be conducted or may allow stopped work to resume. 

  
 Staff Findings: No documented historic or cultural resource have been identified near the site. 

The SEPA determination (SEP11-00005) and supporting documents were provided to the State’s 
Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP). A condition is placed on this permit 
for inadvertent discoveries (Condition 1). 

5.7 Shoreline Vegetation Conservation  
5.7.2 Regulations 
2. Vegetation clearing should be limited to the minimum necessary to accommodate approved 

shoreline uses and developments and shall comply with the standards established in Tables 1 
and 2 in Chapter 4 as well as the use-specific regulations contained in this Program. 

3.   Vegetation conservation standards shall not limit or restrict the removal of hazard trees, provided 
the hazard tree removal is consistent with IMC Title 18, specifically Landscaping and Tree 
Preservation. 



 Staff Finding: The site contains an associated wetland (Wetland E). The wetland is dominated 
with invasive Phalaris arundinacea (reed canary grass). The entirety of Wetland E falls within 
shoreline jurisdiction. 

 
 The outfall pipe alignment will utilize a swale along NW Sammamish Road right-of-way for a 

portion of the path before turning north towards Lake Sammamish. Much of the pipeline in this 
segment will occur within the road prism at the upper limits of the roadside swale. Impacts to 
Wetland E will be minimized and restricted to temporary impacts to accommodate construction. 

 
 The alignment between NW Sammamish Road and the nearshore outfall will use an open cut 

construction through Wetland E. The pipe will be laid approximately 3-feet below the soil surface. 
The specific pipe alignment will avoid a mature stand of Salix Lucida (Pacific willow). The City of 
Issaquah Parks Department tree planting within the wetland will be avoided. It is acknowledged 
some Parks restoration plantings may be impacted during construction. The Rowley’s have 
worked with the City’s Parks Department to rectify any disturbance to restoration plantings on the 
property. Compliance with that agreement is included in Condition 2.  

 
 The nearshore outfall will be located 10’ upland from OHWM of Lake Sammamish. The outfall will 

consist of a bubble-up system. Approximately 315 square feet of nearshore vegetation will be 
impacted with the outfall.  

 
 All permanent and temporary impacts to vegetation will be compensated for, either through the 

purchase of mitigation bank credits or on-site restoration. Any onsite restoration will meet the 
standard requirements of the City of Issaquah (Condition 2).   

5.8 Flood Hazard Reduction  
 5.8.2 Regulations  
    1.   All development in the shoreline shall comply with the City’s Areas of Special Flood Hazard (IMC 

16.36), Stormwater Management Policy (IMC 13.28), Critical Area Regulations incorporated in 
section 1.5.5, and the National Flood Insurance Program. 

 
    2. Development in FEMA designated floodplains and floodways, channel migration areas, and/or 

riparian buffers shall be required to demonstrate no adverse impact on habitat for fish species 
listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

 Staff Findings: The proposed outfall is within the regulated 100-year flood plain for Lake 
Sammamish. Evaluation and compliance with the above regulations will be reviewed in a 
subsequent flood hazard permit (Condition 3). 

 During the October 15, 2021, Neighborhood Meeting, nearby residents wanted evaluation of 
localized flooding impacts from the outfall during peak flows. An analysis was provided to the City 
(Exhibit 9). The analysis concluded no localized flooding impacts are anticipated for the residents 
along the Sammamish Cove adjacent to the outfall location. The Sammamish Cove is an area in 
Lake Sammamish between the outlets of Tibbetts and Schneider creek, where the outfall is 
located.  

5.16 Fill and Excavation  
 5.16.2 Regulations  
      1.   All filling and excavation activities in the shoreline shall comply with the provisions of this 

Program, IMC Title 16, Buildings and Construction in addition to the Department of Ecology 2014 
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, City of Issaquah 2017 Stormwater 
Design Manual Addendum, as amended. 

     3.    Development that involves fill or excavation within the shoreline jurisdiction shall obtain a 
Shoreline Substantial Development permit or Shoreline Conditional Use Permit (as specified in 
Table 1 Chapter 4), unless exempt by RCW 90.58.030. 



    4.   Fill shall be permitted only where it is demonstrated that the proposed action will not:  

a. Result in significant ecological damage to water quality, fish, and/or wildlife habitat. 

    5.     Before the City can permit any filling and/or excavation activities, the applicant must demonstrate 
all the following: 

  a. Alternatives to filling and excavation are infeasible; 

 b. Normal surface water movement and drainage patterns shall be maintained to the 
maximum extent feasible; 

 c. Fill materials shall not adversely affect water quality or aquatic life; 

 d. Fill shall allow surface water penetration into the ground where such conditions existed 
prior to the fill; 

 e. The filling and/or excavation shall be timed to minimize damage to shoreline ecological 
functions and processes and aquatic life; and 

 f. Fill within the one hundred-year (100-year) floodplain shall not reduce the floodplain 
water storage capacity, inhibit channel migration, or in any way increase flood hazard or 
endanger public safety. 

    7.     Fill or excavation shall not be located where structural shore stabilization will be required to 
maintain materials placed or removed. Disturbed areas shall be immediately stabilized and 
revegetated, as applicable. 

    8.     Fill activities shall be designed to blend physically and visually with existing topography whenever 
possible. 

    9.     A temporary erosion and sediment control (TESC) plan shall be provided for all proposed fill and 
excavation activities. 

  10.     Unavoidable impacts of filling and/or excavation shall be mitigated as required by this Program 
and WAC 173-26-201(2). 

Staff Findings: A Shoreline Substantial Development Permit was applied for to allow the 
construction of stormwater pipe and nearshore outfall. Evaluation was provided in the submitted 
Critical Areas Study (Exhibit 7). A TESC plan was provided for evaluation. TESC plan will be 
required to be provided with subsequent construction permits (Condition 4).   
 
A discussion of alternatives evaluated for this Project and their feasibility are outlined in the 
Critical Areas Report (Exhibit 7).  
 
The project will have no effect on natural drainage patterns found in Wetland E. Periodic clay 
check dams will be installed along the pipeline to prevent the new pipeline from acting as a 
conduit which might allow water to move too quickly through the system.  
 
Fill materials used will include the structural components of the outfall, as well as the rock pad, 
which will extend from the outfall to OHWM. All materials will be sourced from clean fill materials 
suitable for placement within the wetland and Lake Sammamish. Impacts to aquatic life are not 
anticipated. Construction best management practices (BMP) will be used for site preparation, 
construction site isolation, dewatering measures, and erosion sediment control measures to 
ensure temporary impacts to aquatic life will not occur during construction activities (Condition 4). 
 
Construction activities will occur within the dry season. Construction is anticipated to occur during 
the Summer of 2023. Construction activities outside of the dry season will be required to submit a 
wet-season TESC plan for review by the City (Condition 5). 
 
The outfall is within the 100-year floodplain for Lake Sammamish. A flood hazard permit is 
required for review. Additionally, the project proponents have provided a Lake Level Analysis 



demonstrating no increased risk of localized flooding because of the stormwater outfall (Exhibit 
9). 

5.18    Utility  
 5.18.2 Regulations 
    1.     New utility uses or developments shall not be allowed in the shoreline unless they are required 

for an authorized shoreline use, or they have a water-dependent component such as a water 
intake or outfall, or water crossings that are unavoidable. Water-dependent components shall not 
require buffer setbacks. 

    3.  Utility developments shall be located and designed so as to avoid or minimize the use of 
structural shoreline stabilization. 

    6.  When feasible, utility lines shall use existing rights-of-way, corridors and/or bridge crossings and 
shall avoid duplication and construction of new or parallel corridors in all shoreline areas. 

    7.     Conveyance utilities shall be placed underground or alongside or under bridges except where the 
presence of bedrock or other obstructions make such placement infeasible or where such 
placement would cause substantial environmental impact. 

  10.     Clearing of vegetation for the installation or maintenance of utilities shall be minimized and 
disturbed areas shall be restored following project completion consistent with the requirements of 
City stormwater management regulations and all other provisions of this Program. 

 Staff Findings: Per Table 1 Use and Standards stormwater utilities, including outfall is an 
authorized use in shoreline jurisdiction. No shoreline stabilization is required for the Project. The 
proposed stormwater pipe will utilize the ROW for a portion of the alignment before turning 
towards the Lake. All sections of the pipe will be placed underground. The path selected 
minimizes the clearing of vegetation as discussed in  section 5.7.2. 

8.2.2 Substantial Development  
    1.     Substantial development as defined by RCW 90.58.030 shall not be undertaken without first 

obtaining a substantial development permit from the Planning Director/Manager, unless the use 
or development is specifically identified as exempt from a substantial development permit. 

Staff Findings: The Project does not meet the threshold for an exemption from a shoreline 
substantial development permit established in WAC 173-27-040. Therefore, a Shoreline 
Substantial Development Permit (SSDP) is required. 
 

    2.    The Planning Director/Manager may grant a substantial development permit only when the 
development proposed is consistent with the policies and procedures of RCW.90.58; the 
provisions of this WAC 173-27; and this Program. 

 Staff Findings: A complete shoreline substantial development permit was submitted to the City for 
review. An analysis of the policies and procedures has occurred per RCW 90.58, WAC 173-27, 
and the SMP. The application has met the policies and procedures for a shoreline substantial 
development permit.  

    3.     The Planning Director/Manager is authorized to grant a shoreline substantial development permit 
when all of the criteria enumerated in WAC 173-27-150 are met. 

 Staff Findings: WAC 173-27-150 provides as follows:  

(1) A substantial development permit shall be granted only when the development proposed is 
consistent with: 

(a) The policies and procedures of the act; 

(b) The provisions of this regulation; and 



(c) The applicable master program adopted or approved for the  

area. Provided, that where no master program has been approved for an  

area, the development shall be reviewed for consistency with the provisions of 
chapter 173-26 WAC, and to the extent feasible, any draft or approved master 
program which can be reasonably ascertained as representing the policy of the local 
government. 

(2) Local government may attach conditions to the approval of permits as necessary to assure 
consistency of the project with the act and the local master program.       

An analysis of the policies and procedures found in the Shoreline Management Act (Act) has 
been done and determined the proposed use does not conflict with the Act. Further the City of 
Issaquah has an adopted SMP. The Project has been determined to be consistent with the SMP 
as shown in staff findings and analysis herein for the SMP sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.7, 5.8, 5.16, 5.18, 
8.2.2, and Appendix A (through SHO21-00010). The City has placed conditions of approval to 
assure consistency with the SMP and the Act.  

4.  The Planning Director/Manager may grant a substantial development permit only when the 
development is consistent with the timelines outlined in WAC 173-27- 090 and permit application 
requirements listed in WAC 173-27-180. 

 Staff Findings: A shoreline substantial development permit application was submitted to the City 
and determined complete per WAC 173-27-180 and Chapter 18.04 IMC. The development 
activities must follow the time requirements of permit per WAC 173-27-090 (Condition 9) 

Appendix A to SMP - Chapter 18.10 Environmental Protection  
IMC 18.10.610. Allowed wetland activities 

B. Activities Allowed in Wetland Buffers: In wetland buffers, regulated activities which have 
minimal adverse impacts within the buffers and no adverse impacts on wetlands may be allowed 
through the land use permit process, providing they are conducted using best management 
practices and restoration. These activities include:  

2.  Facilities having no feasible alternative on-site locations, where appropriate restoration 
is included, and which would not adversely affect the function or values of the buffer or 
wetland, may be allowed in wetland buffers. Stormwater facilities shall not encroach into 
wetland buffers by more than twenty-five (25) percent of the standard wetland buffer 
width, per IMC 18.10.640, or use more than twenty-five (25) percent of the total buffer 
area without a variance. Stormwater vaults located in wetland buffers shall have 
adequate soil cover to support native vegetation including small trees, shrubs and 
groundcover. Any wetland buffer area displaced by a stormwater management facility 
shall be compensated for by adding an equal wetland buffer area in accordance with 
wetland buffer averaging, IMC 18.10.650(D)(5), so that no net loss of wetland buffer area 
results from the construction of the facility. Stormwater facilities such as bioretention, rain 
gardens, or constructed wetlands planted with appropriate native vegetation and trees 
are allowed without buffer averaging requirements. 

Staff Findings: The stormwater pipe and outfall are wholly located in an associated wetland. 
Since the project does not adhere to the outer 25% of the wetland buffer a variance is required. 
Per SMP 1.5, development applications that would be otherwise processed according to the 
Reasonable Use Variance provisions of IMC 18.10.430 shall require a Shoreline Variance 
according to the provisions of this Program and WAC 173-27. In addition to a Shoreline 
Substantial Development permit, the applicants have also provided a Shoreline Variance 
application, SHO21-00010.  

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Issaquah/html/Issaquah18/Issaquah1810.html#18.10.640
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Issaquah/html/Issaquah18/Issaquah1810.html#18.10.650


IMC 18.10.620 Wetland Rating System  

A. To promote consistent application of standards, wetlands within the City of Issaquah shall be 

classified according to their characteristics, function, and value, and/or their sensitivity to 

disturbance. Wetlands shall be rated and regulated according to the categories defined by the 

Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington – 2014. 

Staff Findings: A 2014 Wetland Rating Form was submitted with the Critical Areas Report. The 
findings of the report indicate Wetland E is a Category I wetland based on total score (Exhibit 7).  

IMC 18.10.700 Avoiding Wetland Impacts 

B. - With respect to Category I and II wetlands, an applicant must demonstrate through the 
variance provision, as established in IMC 18.10.430, that denial of the proposal would preclude 
all reasonable use of the subject property on the part of the applicant brought about by 
circumstances peculiar to the subject property. 

Staff Findings: As discussed above the wetland is a Category I wetland and a Shoreline Variance 
is required according to the provisions of the City’s SMP and Chapter 173-27 WAC. The 
Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) will provide a decision on the Shoreline Variance. 
A detailed review of the Shoreline Variance criteria is provided in the SHO21-00007 Staff Report. 

IMC 18.10.710 Minimizing Wetland Impacts –  

A. After it has been determined by either the Hearing Examiner or the Director pursuant to IMC 
18.10.700 (Avoiding Wetland Impacts) that losses of wetlands are necessary and unavoidable or 
that all reasonable use has been denied, the applicant shall take deliberate measures to minimize 
wetland impacts. 

Staff Findings: The project has minimized impacts to the wetland as described below. The Project 
is utilizing the ROW for a portion of its route. The alignment towards the Lake takes the shortest 
route possible. Construction of the stormwater pipe and outfall will occur during the dry season. If 
wet-season work is required additional analysis will be provided to the City for review. In all 
instances the Project will implement BMP’s and schedule construction activities to avoid 
interference with wildlife (Condition 5). Construction staging areas will be located along the ROW 
and no storage or stockpiling materials will occur in the wetland (Condition 6). 

IMC 18.10.720 Mitigation for Wetland Impacts –  
A. Goal: All approved impacts to regulated wetlands require compensatory mitigation so that the 
goal of no net loss of wetland function, value and acreage is achieved. Mitigation actions shall 
provide equivalent or greater wetland and buffer functions compared to wetland and buffer 
conditions existing prior to the proposed alteration. 
 
Staff Findings: All impacts to wetlands will be mitigated in accordance with IMC 18.10.720.B. 
Category I Wetlands based on function score shall be mitigated at a 4:1 ratio.  
 
Permanent impacts of the wetland and buffer have been provided as part of this application. 805 
square feet of wetland and 244 square feet of wetland buffer impacts are shown. All temporary 
impacts will be restored onsite post-construction.  
 
While wetland creation is preferred in IMC 18.10.720, the USACOE and Ecology require the use 
of mitigation banks over permittee responsible mitigation. Given the extensive wetlands already 
near the Project area, and the proximity of Keller Farm Mitigation Bank within the watershed, it 
was determined the use of mitigation bank as the preferred option to offset direct wetland 
impacts. The wetland credits must be purchased prior to issuance of construction permits to 
satisfy IMC 18.10.720.I where the credits are purchased in advance of authorized impacts 
(Condition 7). 



 

Public Comment 
Public notification was provided for this Project. All residents within 300’ of the proposal were notified. 
Several public comments were received. Most comments discussed the discharge of stormwater directly 
to the Lake and its impacts on flooding. The public comments and responses from the applicant are 
included as Exhibit 6. 

Additionally, the City held an Environmental Neighborhood Meeting on October 19, 2021. During the 
meeting residents brought up flooding concerns. Staff heard the comments and asked the applicant to 
evaluate the impacts of stormwater from the Hyla Crossing neighborhood to residents along the Lake. 
City Staff had the Lake Level Analysis peer reviewed by Parametrix (Exhibit 9 & 10). The Project will not 
result in an increase in the Lake levels  

SEPA:  
A Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) was issued by the City of Issaquah March 14, 2012. A 21-
day comment period was provided. Additionally, a 14-day appeal period was provided expiring March 29, 
2012. No appeals were filed with the City. A copy of the DNS can be found in Exhibit 11. 

The original SEPA determination discussed an outfall below OHWM of Lake Sammamish. During 
preliminary pre-application meetings with Ecology, USACOE, and other stakeholders, it was determined 
the below OHWM was infeasible. Factors included a much longer pipeline to reach appropriate depths, 
impacts to fish habitat, among others. An upland outfall was deemed appropriate and the least impactful 
alternative.  

However, an upland outfall was not evaluated under the original SEPA checklist and threshold 
determination. During shoreline permit review and a neighborhood environmental public meeting, issues 
were raised regarding localized flooding impacts the outfall may have within the Sammamish Cove 
property. The applicant provided a lake level analysis (Exhibit 9), which was subsequently peer-reviewed 
by Parametrix. The peer-review concurred with the lake level analysis findings. No localized impacts will 
result from the outfall (Exhibit 10).  

An addendum dated February 13, 2023, analyzed this information and the SEPA Responsible Official 
determined no significant adverse environmental impacts will occur with this Project. A SEPA addendum 
has been uploaded to the SEPA Registrar on February 13, 2023, to reflect the new information provided.    

 

Exhibit List 
1. Shoreline Substantial Development permit application received April 15, 2022 

2. Notice of Application and Affidavit of Mailing  

3. Shoreline Substantial Development Plan-set received April 20, 2022 

4. Notice of Neighborhood Meeting and Affidavit of Mailing 

5. Neighborhood Environmental Meeting Notes dated October 19, 2021  

6. Public Comments Received 

7. Critical Area Report received May 26, 2021, revised April 22, 2022 

8. Final Watershed Company Peer-review of Critical Area Report, dated July 27, 2022 

9. KPFF Lake Level Analysis, dated June 8, 2022 

10. Parametrix Peer-review of Lake Level Analysis, dated August 18, 2022 

11. SEPA Determination of Non-significance, dated March 14, 2012 

12. SEPA Addendum, dated February 13, 2023 
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Exhibit 1



Project Contact

Company Name: KPFF
Name: Chris Borzio Email: Chris.Borzio@kpff.com
Address: 1601 Fifth Avenue Suite 1600 Phone #: 2069260418

Seattle WA 98101

Project Type Activity Type Scope of Work
Any Project Type Shoreline Development Shoreline Substantial Development

Project Name: Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge

Description of
Work:

The project proposes a new stormwater management facility and associated infrastructure,
including stormwater pump station, pipeline, and nearshore outfall adjacent to Lake
Sammamish. This facility is being built to handle existing stormwater and will not be associated
with new stormwater impacts. This facility will be passed on to the City of Issaquah for
long-term management and maintenance after construction.

Project Details

Project Information

Use - existing

The project proposes a new stormwater management
facility and associated infrastructure, including
stormwater pump station, pipeline, and nearshore
outfall adjacent to Lake Sammamish. This facility is
being built to handle existing stormwater and will not be
associated with new stormwater impacts. This facility
will be passed on to the City of Issaquah for long-term
management and maintenance after construction.

Quantity and Size Specifications
Maximum proposed building height 0

Additional Parcels:
2024069070, 2024069079, 356000140
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Exhibit 2



Notice of Application 

 

Development Services Department  
1775 12th Ave. NW,  P.O. Box 1307 
Issaquah, WA 98027 
425-837-3100    DSD@issaquahwa.gov 

Project Name:  Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge 

Application: May 26, 2021 
Application Complete:  June 15, 2017  
Notice of Application:  September 16, 2021 

 

Notice of Application Public Comment Period:     
September 16, 2021 – September 30, 2021 
 (See Public Comment below for more information) 

  
 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

File Number(s): SHO21-00010 

Project Description: The Project proposes to construct a new 
pipeline that will convey stormwater from a new pump station 
to a nearshore outfall next to Lake Sammamish. The 24-inch HPE 
pipeline will total approximately 2,897 linear feet long and 
convey water to Lake Sammamish, through a wetland in 
Sammamish Cove Park. Because the pipe alignment and outfall 
location do not meet the city’s shoreline master Program, a 
Shoreline Variance is being sought.  (See Site Plan) 

Project Location: Sammamish Cove Park (See Vicinity Map) 

Size of Subject Area in Acres: 18.21   Sq. Ft.: 793,167 

Applicant: Kristi Tripple, Rowley Properties 

1595 NW Gilman Blvd Suite 1 

Phone: 425-395-9592; Email: kristit@rowleyproperties.com 

Decision Maker: Washington State Department of Ecology 

Required City Permits: Administrative Site Development, Site 
Work, Building 

Required City Permits, Not Part of this Application:  
Administrative Site Development, Site Work, Building 

Required Studies: Wetland; Critical Area 

Existing Environmental Documents Relevant to this 
Application: SEP11-00005 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Key application documents are available at the City’s 
website:  issaquahwa.gov/development.  Click on the parcel, 
then select “View Related Documents and Permits” to see the 
available submittals.  The full application is available for review 
at the Permit Center, City Hall Northwest, 1775 12th Avenue 
NW (next to Holiday Inn and behind Lowe’s), 9 am – 5 pm. 
Please make an appointment with the Project Planner. 

Although comments may be accepted up until the final decision 
is issued, submittal of comments during the Notice of 
Application Comment Period will ensure comments are 
considered prior to issuing a decision and will allow staff and/or 
the applicant to address comments as early in the process as 
possible. 

Written comments are due by 5:00 pm on the Public 
Comment Period date noted above to: 

Community Planning & Development Department 
P.O. Box 1307, Issaquah, WA  98027 

Or by e-mail to the Project Planner noted below. 

To receive further public notices on this project please provide 
your name, address, and e-mail to the Project Planner and 
request to become a Party of Record. 

Notice, when required, is required to be provided to property 
owners within 300 feet of the site and to Parties of Record.  
Please share this notice with others in your neighborhood who 
may be interested in this project. Property owner, Mortgagee, 
Lien Holder, Vendor, Seller, etc., please share this notice with 
tenants and others who may be interested in this project. 

REGULATORY INFORMATION  

Zoning: CF-OS - Community Facilities - Open Space 

Comprehensive Plan Designation: Lake Sammamish State Park 

Consistent with Comprehensive Plan: Yes 

Preliminary Determination of the Development Regulations that 
will be used for Project Mitigation and Consistency: Shoreline 
Master Program; IMC 18.10; IMC 16.36 

 

CITY CONTACT INFORMATION   

Project Planner:   Doug Yormick, Assistant Planner Development Services Department: 
Phone Number:   425-837-3083 Phone Number:   425-837-3100 

E-Mail:   dougy@issaquahwa.gov E-Mail:   CPD@issaquahwa.gov 

 

mailto:dougy@issaquahwa.gov
mailto:CPD@issaquahwa.gov
mailto:CPD@issaquahwa.gov
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Notice of Environmental 
Neighborhood Meeting 

 

          Community Planning and Development  

1775 – 12th Ave. NW | P.O. Box 1307 

Issaquah, WA 98027 

425-837-3100 
Issaquahwa.gov 

PROJECT NAME:   Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge 
FILE NO:                 PRJ19-00006; SHO21-00010 
APPLICANT:            Kristi Tripple 

        1595 NW Gilman Blvd Ste 1 
        Issaquah, WA  98027                         

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING INFORMATION 
DATE:                    Tuesday October 19, 2021 
TIME:                     6:30 p.m. 
LOCATION:           Virtual Meeting                
Join by Computer:   issaquahwa.gov/EnvironmentalImpact 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING  
The City is hosting a neighborhood meeting to afford the 
community an opportunity to understand the proposal with 
particular focus on critical areas, generate discussion, and raise 
issues before a decision is rendered. City Staff along with the 
 Applicant’s technical area experts will be in attendance to answer 
questions and address concerns about the project.  

Required Studies to be discussed: Wetland Study, Mitigation Plan     

              PROJECT INFORMATION 
Project Description: To construct a new pipeline that will convey 
stormwater from a new pump station to a nearshore outfall next 
to Lake Sammamish. The 24-inch pipeline will total approximately 
2,897 linear feet long and convey water to Lake Sammamish, 
through a wetland in Sammamish Cove Park. Because the pipe 
alignment and outfall location do not meet the city’s shoreline 
master Program, a Shoreline Variance is being sought. (See 
attached plans) 

Location: Sammamish Cove Park (See Vicinity Map) 
Size of Subject Area in Acres: 18.21 Acres 

Required Permits: Shoreline Substantial Development, Shoreline 

Variance, Right-of-Way, Flood Hazard 

Required Studies: Critical Area Studies for wetlands 

PUBLIC MEETING 
Due to the Governor's Proclamation 20-28 related to the 
COVID-19 emergency and open public meetings, this meeting 
is being held remotely.  

MEETING SIGN-UP 
To view the meeting, go to 
issaquahwa.gov/EnvironmentalImpact open the agenda and 
then follow these steps:  

1. Enter attendee’s name  

2. Enter attendee’s email address 

3. Click Join Now 

MEETING PACKET AND MATERIALS 
A memorandum describing the critical areas of the site which 
will be discuss at the meeting are available by visiting the 
following: issaquahwa.gov/EnvironmentalImpact 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Written comments are accepted until October 19, 2021, or 
until the decision is rendered: 

Community Planning and Development Department 
P.O. Box 1307 
Issaquah, WA  98027 

Or by e-mail to the Project Planner noted below. 

MORE PROJECT INFORMATION 
Other key application documents are available at the City’s 
website: issaquahwa.gov/development. Click on the parcel, 
select “View Related Documents and Permits”, and then click 
on “Related Documents” tab to see the available submittals. 

CONTINUED PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 

To receive further public notices on this project please provide 
your name, address, and e-mail to the Project Planner and 
request to become a Party of Record. 

Notice is required to be provided to property owners within 300 feet of 
the site and to Parties of Record.  Please share this notice with others 
in your neighborhood who may be interested in this project. Property 
owner, Mortgagee, Lien Holder, Vendor, Seller, etc., please share this 
notice with tenants and others who may be interested in this project. 

PUBLIC MEETING 

▪ Input from the public will be documented in the permit file and 

used to finalize the critical area studies for the project.   A 

summary of the meeting will be provided to the Environmental 

Board for their consideration related to future code changes. 

▪ The decision, once rendered, is appealable. 

Issaquah Municipal Code (IMC), Comprehensive Plan  
(Online at: issaquahwa.gov/codes and plans) 

 

http://www.issaquahwa.gov/EnvironmentalImpact
http://www.issaquahwa.gov/EnvironmentalImpact
http://www.issaquahwa.gov/EnvironmentalImpact
http://www.ci.issaquah.wa.us/index.aspx?NID=116


CITY CONTACT INFORMATION   

Project Planner:   Doug Yormick Community Planning & Development Department: 
Phone Number:   425-837-3083 Phone Number:   425-837-3100 
E-Mail:   dougy@issaquahwa.gov E-Mail:   CPD@issaquahwa.gov 

 

mailto:dougy@issaquahwa.gov
mailto:CPD@issaquahwa.gov
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH 

Environmental Neighborhood Meeting 

6:30 PM 

October 19, 2021 MEETING NOTES 

Virtual Meeting 

 

  HYLA CROSSING PUMP STORMWATER DISCHARGE 

Permit Numbers: SHO21-00010 

Address: Sammamish Cove Park 

Parcel Numbers: 2024069070 

 

APPLICANT & OTHERS PRESENT 

 Applicant and Team: 

Kristi Tripple, Rowley Properties 

Jennifer Marriott, PWS 

Marty Chase, KPFF Consulting Engineers 

 

Attendees/Speakers: 

Jamie Brakken 

Joe Decuir 

Vo Lee 

Jim Mackey 

Connie Marsh 

Scott Sheffield 

(Other non-speaking attendees) 

Administration/Staff: 

Doug Yormick, Assistant Planner 

Lucy Sloman, Land Dev. Manager 

(Other non-presenting City staff) 

 

 

 
 

PURPOSE 

The Community Planning and Development Department is hosting a meeting to allow the 
community an opportunity to understand the proposal with particular focus on critical areas and 
provide the City with thoughts and concerns before a decision is rendered. The applicant, along 
with technical experts, will be present to answer questions and address issues of interested 
members. 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING ITEM 

a) Hyla Crossing Pump Stormwater Discharge. The proposed new pipeline will 
convey stormwater from a new pump station to a near-shore outfall next to Lake 
Sammamish. The 24-inch pipeline will total approximately 2,897 linear feet long and 
convey water to Lake Sammamish through a wetland in Sammamish Cove Park. 
Because the pipe alignment and outfall location do not meet the standards set forth in 
the City’s Shoreline Master Program, a Shoreline Variance is being sought.  

Facilitated by: 

Doug Yormick, Assistant Planner 

  
Welcome/Introduction 

Yormick opened the meeting at 6:32 PM. He introduced members of the applicant team and 
staff, and gave some guidelines for participating in tonight’s neighborhood meeting.  

 

Staff Presentation 
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Yormick explained the purpose of the meeting and gave an overview of the project and the 
permit process variance being considered. Tripple gave some background on Rowley’s 
involvement with this project, including the original SEPA decision issued in 2012.  

 

Marty Chase, KPFF, displayed diagrams and photos of the site and explained the proposed 
Hyla crossing location. This is part of the Rowley Master Agreement’s drainage plan as 
submitted in the project’s 2011 EIS and SEPA. He explained that the strategy for discharge 
being presented tonight and that requires a variance is the preferred strategy. He described the 
environmental benefits of the proposed project and why discharge is needed. The alignment 
shown is closer to Lake Sammamish (the Lake), and it offers more direct discharge. Other 
systems would require filling the site, pumping to Tibbetts Creek (the Creek), and so on. The 
near-shore outfall was chosen because it is the shortest route possible through the wetland. He 
showed additional depictions of the outfall location, bubble-up structure, high water line, and so 
on. 

 

He continued other utilities are located in this area as well. There is no storm retention currently 
onsite. The bubble-up structure will produce clean water and after it comes online, will be used 
to treat new projects as well. The discharge will have no sediment or phosphorus, and will be 
treated to the latest Ecology manual standard.  

 

Jennifer Marriott, Professional Wetland Scientist, showed a diagram of the area, including 
where temporary environmental impacts will occur. She noted that, where gravel removal and 
other impacts will take place, fresh soil will be placed and vegetation replanted, resulting in a 
more functional buffer compared to the existing buffer.  

 

She explained that given the extensive wetlands already near the project and the proximity of 
the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank, using the mitigation bank was the best option to offset 
permanent wetland impacts. She gave more details about buying credits to offset impacts.  

 

In answer to an attendee question, she said the Muckleshoot Tribe has been engaged in the 
discussions with the City, which have also included Ecology, EPA, Army Corps of Engineers, 
and State Fish and Wildlife. She noted the best available science has changed since the original 
SEPA and EIS were issued about ten years ago. Of all the alternatives, this alignment was the 
best location that all parties could support. She gave additional descriptions of the site and of 
the trees around the Lake shore. We tried to avoid impacts to substantially sized willow trees, 
she said, and confine impacts to shrubs and grass that are more easily replaced. She continued 
with a description of the temporary impacts, which, although well below the threshold of Corps 
requirements for mitigation, will be offset by the credit system she referred to earlier. The focus 
has been to offset temporary ground disturbances by relying on the best available science and 
restoring the ground to a better condition.  

 

Chase added the trench to accommodate the pipe is shallow, and as a result construction will 
be quick. He clarified that the amount of water carried by the proposed pipe will release a range 
of 2,500 to 5,000 gallons per minute, which is a negligible amount of water (“a drop in the 
bucket”) for a lake the size of Lake Sammamish. He added his understanding is that the level of 
water in the Lake is controlled at the far-north end of the Lake by the Army Corps of Engineers. 

 

Receive Comments/Questions 

Jamie Brakken said her home is the closest house to the proposed outflow, and she owns 
property on both sides of Schneider Creek. She said tonight she intended to share a 2020 photo 
of how high the water level of the Lake reached, which was about six feet above her dock. In 
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response to Chase’s comment about the Corps, she said the Corps has decertified the project 
and isn’t doing anything about water levels in the Lake. She spoke against allowing Rowley to 
take on no water for its project and allowing them to put it in the Lake, which is already flooding. 
Now they want to buy credits and put water in a Lake that no longer drains. When Rowley 
pumps more water into the Lake, all of us residents have to absorb the added water so that 
Rowley can have a high-density project. Tell me why that is fair to residents; why should we 
absorb it so you can develop your property. We intend to sue. 

 

Tripple said she understands the pressures and frustration being expressed; there are a lot of 
angry feelings. She continued the water onsite is already making its way to Lake Sammamish. 
She said the proposed alignment is an attempt to balance competing interests, given the 
geography of our community. She said we can’t control the long-standing situation that exists 
with the Lake. The water on this property is already going into the Lake via dispersion, and our 
intent is not to make more water but to make better water that will be better for fish, the 
environment, and so on. We are trying to appease many voices, do the right thing here, and not 
take advantage of anyone.  

 

Marriott described the applicable stormwater guidelines, which are developed from the best 
available science by Ecology, not the City. From our perspective, we try to look at the best 
solution for competing needs, but are also restricted by the framework within which we are 
working. This is a regional and watershed issue, not a single project issue, she said, and I feel 
your frustration.  

 

Chase said the amount of water going into the Lake now is the same as after the project. The 
City’s code and Ecology’s stormwater manual prefer relieving runoff as much as possible from 
entering the Creek because the Creek can’t handle it as well as the Lake. 

 

Tripple said this is an emotional issue, and I understand your feelings and frustration. We do not 
want to flood anyone’s home; that is not our intent, and our studies indicate that won’t occur. We 
have been working on this for well over a decade. It is true that the Lake has some serious 
challenges.  

 

Joe Decuir asked for clarification of the “drop in the bucket” comment made earlier. Chase 
replied the Lake is enormous, something like 283,000 acre feet, and explained how much water 
would go through the pipe as a result of the project. Decuir continued he would like more clarity 
on the volume of water this project would add to the Lake, and the speed with which it is 
released. He expressed concern about being able to get property insurance, and the effect on 
home values. We really need to exert region-wide pressure to improve Lake drainage. This 
group might be more tolerant of a variance if there was confidence that the Lake would actually 
drain. But we don’t have that confidence.  

 

Connie Marsh said visualizing a storm pipe into Lake Sammamish is always horrifying—flashing 
water through a pipe versus a natural infiltration system. She described the ways that water 
flows differ, and gave her perception of the possibility of disseminating stormwater through the 
Park to create a higher, better wetland system, which is not being considered. That would 
create some natural habitat and be a natural flow of water into the Lake. That seems like a far 
better solution for everyone, so why is it not on the table. The solution being presented is just a 
pipe. She continued it looks like some State park trees, City trees, and trees planted by 
Mountains to Sound Greenway volunteers will need to be removed. She said she doesn’t think 
the delineations are up to date and do not take into consideration all the planting work that has 
been done in that area. She said she doesn’t understand the mitigation to the Creek; the Creek 



10-19-21 Neighborhood Meeting - Environmental 
Minutes 

 

Page [0000] 

will be moved as part of another project, so how can anything that temporary be considered 
mitigation. The banking situation will result in improvements to the other end of the Lake when 
we have a massive park right there that needs mitigation. It seems inappropriate not to keep the 
mitigation resources in-house when they are so dramatically needed.  

 

Tripple said she understands the concern about doing mitigation at the other end of the Lake 
when there is potential at the State park. We have been working with the code we have 
available to find the best solution. The proposal is to use the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank, which 
is outside the project boundaries. She described the improvements that would take place at the 
intersection of NW Poplar and 19th, which is a gravel area adjacent to the Creek that currently 
serves no function. Our intention is to restore that to a functioning buffer, creating a building 
block for the Greenway as a whole. Moving the Creek is part of a project that is not associated 
with this project, she added. 

 

Marriott noted the proposed project does not go through any State park property; it is on City-
owned property only. She described the wetlands within the project area, and noted the 
Watershed Company did a third-party review of the proposed alignment. We are working 
through making responses to their questions and comments now. They did not question the 
alignment, she noted, and explained the issues they raised in their review. She gave additional 
details about how the credit bank will work. The Corps has clearly identified that using banks as 
mitigation is the preferable mitigation method, and part of our challenge is to achieve a balance 
with all of the agencies, including the Corps, that are involved with this project.  

 

Marsh replied if your goal is to create a great environment for the City, you can take a pathway 
to mitigate locally. The Corps won’t stop you. So the pathway to mitigate to the north is a choice. 
She said she’d like to see Rowley do the right thing, attenuate the flows, and discharge in a way 
that makes the City’s water situation better. You have a choice here. She gave her perception of 
how the code applies, and said we are asking you to make this a better place for humans to live. 
We know you want to do that, but this misses the mark.  

 

Marriott said she agrees with Marsh in a broad sense, but a dispersion trench would put water 
into the wetland, and it’s a problem we have been working on for over a year. We have been 
working through State regulations to see how we could make a dispersion trench work, and 
after a year of work, have determined that Ecology could not support a dispersion trench as a 
stormwater dispersal method at this location. Ecology is working on updating its stormwater 
manual, but we don’t know when any new information will be available to us. So the dispersion 
method is not a path we can follow. She said it is a general expectation that projects disturbing 
wetlands will offset those impacts with wetland creation, but we can’t do that with this site. She 
said it doesn’t make sense to disturb the forested areas along the Creek, and that’s why the 
focus is on enhancement plantings and mitigation offsite. She said someone noted in public 
comment that the mitigation in the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank will put more water into the Lake. 
She described the Keller Farm property as having previously been farmland. It is a viable 
concern, but beyond the scope of any one project. 

 

Tim Mackey said the presenters tonight have talked about following the process, but the City is 
requesting a variance and having people comment is part of the process. He said his comments 
will focus on the issues that are impacting residents around the Lake that haven’t been 
addressed. He said projects like Rowley’s are designed as though Lake Sammamish is infinite, 
but it isn’t. He said he has been working on Lake flooding issues since at least 2009, and has 
the charts to show that that flood control is worsening. We are frustrated because the process is 
broken. The Lake lacks the capacity to take on the volume of water this project will generate 
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and be dispersed in a 24-inch pipeline, and you can’t separate volume from the timing of 
releasing that water. The presenters haven’t given us information about the amount of outflow 
into the Lake. It is not “a drop in the bucket.” It’s a drop that keeps coming. We are concerned 
because flooding and high water levels are impacting our properties directly. In 2020, storms 
created about $20 million in damage to properties around the Lake, and now we are having to 
fight having yet more water coming into the Lake. We are being told there are no alternatives 
here. We appreciate good things like treating the water and improving wetlands, but what is 
being done to control the volume and timing of more water flowing into the Lake. You have to 
allow more water to leave the Lake in order to balance out having six percent more water 
coming in. Show me that.  

 

Marriott said it isn’t new stormwater, it’s water already going into the Lake. This just shuffles 
how the water gets there. Mackey replied peak flows are the issue; how fast water gets from 
where it is to where it is going. If you could work on that, and get the County to allow six percent 
more water to flow out of the Lake, then we could probably be okay with the project. Get the 
same amount of water coming in to go out, every day, all day, all winter. That’s what we need. 
The presentation was about mitigation, and not the inflow issue. Make water flow out at the 
same speed as water flowing in. It’s a timing issue. Also, get the weirs lowered in winter. That 
way instead of Lake water levels being too high when flooding conditions exist, the water level 
will start at two feet under our docks and can accommodate water coming into the Lake.  

 

Marriott said some of your comments are outside this project and the City’s jurisdiction. What 
would support look like to you, she asked. Mackay said the City needs to lobby the County to do 
its job, to remove sediment in the transition zoning, and to allow for adjustable, dynamic weirs. 
Bear Creek has tripled its flow, and is making the problem worse. All we hear is “it’s outside our 
boundary” and “not our problem.” Marriott said she can sympathize; it is a Puget Sound-wide 
problem.  

 

Mackay continued the Lake water level could be lowered by two feet when it wasn’t flood 
season, and the City could put some pressure on the County to solve this issue. So far we 
cannot get the County to take any action, so our only choice is to go to every jurisdiction that 
wants to put more water into the Lake and say “no.” The public process is intended to identify 
unintended consequences by listening to the public, and every homeowner on the Lake has had 
negative consequences and effects when more water has been added to the Lake. The Corps 
has said the County is out of compliance, needs to do more maintenance, remove old brush, 
etc., so the Corps is on our side. The County is not doing its job, and we need some pressure to 
be put on them. This needs to be fixed immediately. Until then, we are in the position of having 
to block any project that could mean more water coming into the Lake.  

 

Scott Sheffield said he is a long-term Lake resident with lots of knowledge and experience on 
this issue. He requested that the City actually meet with Lake residents so that residents can put 
together a bullet-point presentation of issues as we see them. On the flooding issue, he 
continued, he thinks of the 24-inch pipe as a freeway that would direct water into the Lake, 
unlike a natural dispersion system. Residents have to upgrade our houses to meet current code, 
he continued, and this project should be required to meet better requirements for water control, 
not what was in an agreement made many years ago. We have to build to new requirements, 
and so should Rowley. The outfall will be more costly in the long run than helping Rowley figure 
out how to retain some of its water from this project onsite. He said he agrees with Mackay that 
this needs to be brought to the County’s attention; it is a bigger issue than just a City issue. He 
said he heard some comments made by the presenters tonight about the high-water mark at the 
Lake in recent years that are not correct, and he has information to share on that. Essentially 
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you are asking us to help you bear the costs of this project in multiple ways. We need continued 
conversations about this, he said, as he has a lot more points to cover. He added he is 
surprised to hear that Ecology is okay with this.  

 

Wrap-Up 

Yormick thanked participants and outlined the next steps in the review process. He described 
how residents and interested parties can stay informed and be a party of record for the project.  

 

ADJOURN 

Yormick closed the meeting at 8:27 PM. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Susan Lowe 

Recording Secretary 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:22 PM

To: adrebin346@gmail.com

Subject: RE: Hyla Crossing and Rowley Center Project

Anne 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The Notice of Decision will consolidate and provide responses to the comments we receive. We will also 

forward your comments to the Applicant for a response from them.  

 

The comment period stated on the Notice of Application 1) encourages the public to submit their comments early in the 

process and 2) ensures that there is a period in which comments may be submitted and no decision will be 

issued.  However, we may not be prepared to issue the decision at the close of the comment period. We accept 

comments until the decision is issued, though we prefer comments sooner so that we have sufficient time to take them 

under consideration. Additionally, there will be a neighborhood environmental meeting to hear more details about the 

proposal and provide additional comments.  

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish to Department of Ecology standards for 

stormwater. The treatment process will remove many common pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution 

generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in touch with one of our review engineers who can 

describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into 

our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate 

any pollution concerns. 

 

Despite the pumpstation being constructed by Rowley Properties the ownership and maintenance responsibility will be 

transferred to the City upon completion. This public/private partnership was negotiated as part of Rowley's 

Development Agreement with the City in the early 2010's. Our Public Works staff will be tasked with periodic 

maintenance of the building, discharge pipe, and outfall to ensure everything is in great condition. 

 

Other alternatives were explored during the development of the Rowley’s Development Agreement, including onsite 

detention. The detention pond was determined to not be feasible due to the enormous size of the pond and site 

constraints. Discharging to a wetland would cause a different set of issues, such as flow control during a rain event and 

disrupting the delicate hydrology of the wetland and/or nearby streams. In the end the Mater Drainage Plan outlined in 

the Rowley Development Agreement identified direct discharge of treated stormwater as the preferred method. More 

information regarding the history and method will be better outlined in the subsequent Neighborhood Environmental 

Meeting.  

 

If you’d like to remain engaged throughout the process you can become a party of record. Being a party of record 

ensures you are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at 

our active projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. If you’d like to be a party 

of record just respond to this email stating those intentions.  

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it. 

 

Doug Yormick 

Exhibit 6
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Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

 

From: adrebin346@gmail.com <adrebin346@gmail.com>  

Sent: Saturday, September 25, 2021 5:39 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Hyla Crossing and Rowley Center Project 

 

Hello – I understand Rowley Properties is seeking a variance for stormwater runoff from their Hyla Crossing 

project.   Even though I’m not an Issaquah resident, I live very close to Lake Sammamish and very much oppose the 

granting of this variance.  This area is the habitat for some amazing birds and fish, including spawning salmon.   Please 

do the environmentally correct thing and deny this variance. 

 

Thank you! 

-Anne  
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:23 PM

To: Albert Ting 7070

Subject: RE: Install Pump station and force main in lieu of detention for Hyla 

Albert, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The Notice of Decision will consolidate and provide responses to the comments we receive. We will also 

forward your comments to the Applicant for a response from them.  

 

The comment period stated on the Notice of Application 1) encourages the public to submit their comments early in the 

process and 2) ensures that there is a period in which comments may be submitted and no decision will be 

issued.  However, we may not be prepared to issue the decision at the close of the comment period. We accept 

comments until the decision is issued, though we prefer comments sooner so that we have sufficient time to take them 

under consideration. Additionally, there will be a neighborhood environmental meeting to hear more details about the 

proposal and provide additional comments.  

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish to Department of Ecology standards for 

stormwater. The treatment process will remove many common pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution 

generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in touch with one of our review engineers who can 

describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into 

our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate 

any pollution concerns. 

 

Despite the pumpstation being constructed by Rowley Properties the ownership and maintenance responsibility will be 

transferred to the City upon completion. This public/private partnership was negotiated as part of Rowley's 

Development Agreement with the City in the early 2010's. Our Public Works staff will be tasked with periodic 

maintenance of the building, discharge pipe, and outfall to ensure everything is in great condition. 

 

Other alternatives were explored during the development of the Rowley’s Development Agreement, including onsite 

detention. The detention pond was determined to not be feasible due to the enormous size of the pond and site 

constraints. Discharging to a wetland would cause a different set of issues, such as flow control during a rain event and 

disrupting the delicate hydrology of the wetland and/or nearby streams. In the end the Mater Drainage Plan outlined in 

the Rowley Development Agreement identified direct discharge of treated stormwater as the preferred method. More 

information regarding the history and method will be better outlined in the subsequent Neighborhood Environmental 

Meeting.  

 

If you’d like to remain engaged throughout the process you can become a party of record. Being a party of record 

ensures you are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at 

our active projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. If you’d like to be a party 

of record just respond to this email stating those intentions.  

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it. 

 

Doug Yormick 
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Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

 

From: Albert Ting 7070 <alt7070@hotmail.com>  

Sent: Saturday, September 25, 2021 8:42 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Install Pump station and force main in lieu of detention for Hyla  

 

Hi, can you give me more info about this?  

 

Why would they want a pump station in lieu of detention?  

Is the environmental impact of a code compliant solution (with no variance) better than one with the variance? 

 

Thx, 

AlbertT 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:24 PM

To: Joni Vanderburg-Paner

Subject: RE: Pumping overflow into lake Sammamish

Joni, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The Notice of Decision will consolidate and provide responses to the comments we receive. We will also 

forward your comments to the Applicant for a response from them.  

 

The comment period stated on the Notice of Application 1) encourages the public to submit their comments early in the 

process and 2) ensures that there is a period in which comments may be submitted and no decision will be 

issued.  However, we may not be prepared to issue the decision at the close of the comment period. We accept 

comments until the decision is issued, though we prefer comments sooner so that we have sufficient time to take them 

under consideration. Additionally, there will be a neighborhood environmental meeting to hear more details about the 

proposal and provide additional comments.  

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish to Department of Ecology standards for 

stormwater. The treatment process will remove many common pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution 

generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in touch with one of our review engineers who can 

describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into 

our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate 

any pollution concerns. 

 

Despite the pumpstation being constructed by Rowley Properties the ownership and maintenance responsibility will be 

transferred to the City upon completion. This public/private partnership was negotiated as part of Rowley's 

Development Agreement with the City in the early 2010's. Our Public Works staff will be tasked with periodic 

maintenance of the building, discharge pipe, and outfall to ensure everything is in great condition. 

 

Other alternatives were explored during the development of the Rowley’s Development Agreement, including onsite 

detention. The detention pond was determined to not be feasible due to the enormous size of the pond and site 

constraints. Discharging to a wetland would cause a different set of issues, such as flow control during a rain event and 

disrupting the delicate hydrology of the wetland and/or nearby streams. In the end the Mater Drainage Plan outlined in 

the Rowley Development Agreement identified direct discharge of treated stormwater as the preferred method. More 

information regarding the history and method will be better outlined in the subsequent Neighborhood Environmental 

Meeting.  

 

If you’d like to remain engaged throughout the process you can become a party of record. Being a party of record 

ensures you are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at 

our active projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. If you’d like to be a party 

of record just respond to this email stating those intentions.  

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it. 
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From: Joni Vanderburg-Paner <joni.vanderburg@gmail.com>  

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 10:13 AM 

To: kristit@rowleyproperties.com 

Cc: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Re: Pumping overflow into lake Sammamish 

 

 

 

Resending with correct email for Doug. 

 

 

On Mon, Sep 27, 2021 at 10:10 AM Joni Vanderburg-Paner <joni.vanderburg@gmail.com> wrote: 

Rowley Properties,  
 

It sounds like your new development will allow ground water runoff to go directly into Lake Sammamish. Is this 

correct? If so, this is a horrible plan. Take responsibility for your mess and create your own detention pond or artificial 

wetland that will clean the water before it goes back into our fragile ecosystems. The area you are proposing to dump 

water is habitat to fish and herons. I am expecting a response to address this. Thank you. 

 

CC Doug Yormick, please look into this.  

 

 

 

--------------------------- 

Joni Vanderburg-Paner 

206.877.3379 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:28 PM

To: Young Soo Kim

Subject: RE: Rowley Properties Hyla Crossing

Young, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. Additionally, there will be a public meeting scheduled for this project in the coming weeks. If you received 

a notice of application, you’ll also receive a notice for the public meeting.  

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish. The treatment process will remove many 

common pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can 

put you in touch with one of our review engineers who can describe the treatment process in much better detail than I 

just described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into 

Lake Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate you pollution concerns.  

 

I will forward you comment to the applicant for a formal response. Your comment will be addressed in the staff report 

for this project.  

 

If you’d like to remain engaged throughout the process you can become a party of record. Being a party of record 

ensures you are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at 

our active projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. If you’d like to be a party 

of record just respond to this email stating those intentions.  

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it.  

 

Doug Yormick 
Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

From: Young Soo Kim <emailyoungsoo@yahoo.com>  

Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:05 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Rowley Properties Hyla Crossing 

 

Please don't let this development dump polluted water into the lake. Our kids swim there... Please...  

 

Thank you for doing the right thing for the residence of this area that you are protecting.  

 

Young 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 8:46 AM

To: blacknugget@mac.com

Subject: RE: Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge

Kyle, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. Additionally, there will be a public meeting scheduled for this project in the coming weeks. You’ll receive a 

meeting notice with instructions for the public meeting. 

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish. The treatment process will remove sediment and 

pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in 

touch with one of our review engineers who can describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just 

described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate pollution concerns.  

 

I will forward you comment to the applicant for a formal response. Your comment will be addressed in the staff report 

for this project. More information about the project will be discussed at the upcoming neighborhood meeting.  

 

Providing public comment, you’ll automatically be added to our party of record list. Being a party of record ensures you 

are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at our active 

projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. 

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it.  

 

Doug Yormick 
Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

 

From: blacknugget@mac.com <blacknugget@mac.com>  

Sent: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 2:25 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge 

 

File Number: SH021-00010 

 

Mr Yormick: 

 

I reside at 5220 NW Sammamish Road and received the notice of application for the Hyla Crossiong Stormwater 
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Discharge.   

 

I am writing to you in opposition of this proposal.   

 

Our small cove already has a lot of sediment from the current outflows from new development and outflows from 

Schneider Creek.  Also, the WSDOT is currently looking at adding additional drainage to our cove by removing smaller 

culvert pipes and re-routing water to the same area.  Our dock already goes completely under water each 

year.  Stormwater should be sent to a wetland or other spongy area rather than directly dumped into the lake.  The area 

directly across from our property on I-90 used to have a large wetland to absorb some of this water, but it is quickly 

disappearing as more development occurs. 

 

If this project does continue, I would at least suggest exiting the pipe around the corner about 200’ to the East where 

residences would not be impacted as much, but the large outflow in the winter would impact us greatly. 

 

Please add me as a Party of Record for this project. 

 

Kyle Buckner 

5220 NW Sammamish Road 

Issaquah, WA 98027 

blacknugget@mac.com 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 8:47 AM

To: Sam Elder

Subject: RE: SHO21-00010

Sam, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. Additionally, there will be a public meeting scheduled for this project in the coming weeks. You’ll receive a 

meeting notice with instructions for the public meeting. 

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish. The treatment process will remove sediment and 

pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in 

touch with one of our review engineers who can describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just 

described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate pollution concerns.  

 

I will forward you comment to the applicant for a formal response. Your comment will be addressed in the staff report 

for this project. More information about the project will be discussed at the upcoming neighborhood meeting.  

 

Providing public comment, you’ll automatically be added to our party of record list. Being a party of record ensures you 

are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at our active 

projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. 

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it.  

 

Doug Yormick 
Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

From: Sam Elder <sam@samelderlaw.com>  

Sent: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 3:01 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov>; CPD [External] <cpd@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: SHO21-00010 

 

I am writing to provide a public comment related to the Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge, Project # SHO21-

00010.  I have three concerns: 

 

1.  The particular area of the lake where the stormwater would be discharged has very little circulation, which 

is largely caused by a lot of millfoil buildup in this cove.  It seems like the discharge should be in an area where 
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the water circulates better.  There is a lot of millfoil in the area which tends to trap things down in this 

cove.  The drainage should be located elsewhere, or the millfoil in the area should be mitigated. 

 

2.  This particular area has some of the best fishing on the lake.  I am concerned that the discharge may affect 

the fish and fishing. 

 

3.  This area is pretty shallow.  It seems like you could find a better location for the discharge where it is 

deeper with better circulation. 

 

Sam Elder 

Law Office of Sam Elder PLLC 

5170 NW Sammamish Road 

Issaquah, WA 98027 

425-999-8170 phone 

425-999-8172 fax 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 8:47 AM

To: Jamie Brakken; CPD [External]

Subject: RE: Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge - SHO21-00010

Jamie, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. Additionally, there will be a public meeting scheduled for this project in the coming weeks. You’ll receive a 

meeting notice with instructions for the public meeting. 

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish. The treatment process will remove sediment and 

pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in 

touch with one of our review engineers who can describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just 

described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate pollution concerns.  

 

I will forward you comment to the applicant for a formal response. Your comment will be addressed in the staff report 

for this project. More information about the project will be discussed at the upcoming neighborhood meeting.  

 

Providing public comment, you’ll automatically be added to our party of record list. Being a party of record ensures you 

are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at our active 

projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. 

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it.  

 

Doug Yormick 
Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

From: Jamie Brakken <jamiebrakken@gmail.com>  

Sent: Tuesday, September 28, 2021 3:05 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov>; CPD [External] <cpd@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge - SHO21-00010 

 

Hello, 

 

We reside at 5230 NW sammamish Rd, Issaquah WA. Regarding the proposed drainage for Hyla Crossing - We object to 

the Shoreline Variance that is being sought.  
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1. Why wasn't the Tibbetts Creek location permitted, and why did it fail to meet Shoreline Master Program 

requirements?  Why should a variance be allowed in a different and more vulnerable location? 

 

2. The proposed location is in an enclosed cove that is already filled with silt and also noxious aquatic vegetation, putting 

the ecosystem here under tremendous stress. Adding runoff water from buildings and parking lots, no matter how hard 

you would like to represent that it is "cleaned" prior to entering the lake, will result in further stress, damage and 

flooding. 

 

3. The wetlands area that is across I-90 has been allowed to develop, by you City of Issaquah, and so we have lost a 

source of pervious surface for runoff filtration and absorption. 

 

4. You are now allowing Hyla Crossing to degrade this further. Surely there is a portion of the land on the Rowley 

property that can be used as a natural detention pond prior to moving downstream. If not, the project should not be 

allowed to move forward. 

 

5. WSDOT is engaged in a culvert project at this location to re-engage a healthy salmon spawning environment at 

Schneider Creek. You would be also adding more water to this same place, and possibly unhealthy water to this place. 

 

6. As a board Member on Washington Sensible Shorelines, I am acutely aware of flooding issues on this lake, and the 

City of Issaquah's participation in many of the causes.  Lakefront homeowners, during the highest rain months are 

experiencing unprecedented flooding as our lake fills with silt and excess unregulated runoff. You will be allowing even 

more, by not requiring applicant to preserve a portion of their own property for the runoff.  Lake Sammamish does not 

have an endless capacity to take on more stormwater. 

 

7. Early review of Hyla Crossing brought promises that the stormwater discharge would be over by the state park, and 

prior to that, run into the lake along the bottom to a minimum depth of 12 feet of water prior to discharge.  Now you 

are draining at the water's edge in a sensitive area. 

 

Please acknowledge receipt of this email, and respond.    Stop the insanity please, 

 

Regards, 

William and Jamie Brakken 

 

 

 

 

--  
To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from  
the Internet.

                                               

      

   Jamie Brakken 
   Managing Broker - RSVP Real Estate     
   Direct: (425) 829-7527 
   Fax: (425) 837-3827 
   Email: jamiebrakken@gmail.com 
   Website: www.northwestsold.com 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2021 3:18 PM

To: Brad Del Matto

Subject: RE: SHO21-00010 Hyla Stormwater Pumpstation

Brad, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. Additionally, there will be a public meeting scheduled for this project in the coming weeks. You’ll receive a 

meeting notice with instructions for the public meeting. 

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish. The treatment process will remove sediment and 

pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in 

touch with one of our review engineers who can describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just 

described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate pollution concerns.  

 

I will forward you comment to the applicant for a formal response. Your comment will be addressed in the staff report 

for this project. More information about the project will be discussed at the upcoming neighborhood meeting.  

 

Providing public comment, you’ll automatically be added to our party of record list. Being a party of record ensures you 

are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at our active 

projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. 

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it.  

 

Doug Yormick 
Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

From: Brad Del Matto <braddmt@hotmail.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2021 8:22 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: 1875 POPLAR LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 

 

I am writing in regards to the Rowley Properties stormwater drainage pipe permit.  I understand it failed to pass the City 

Shoreline Management standards., and now Rowley is seeking a variance. 

 

Lake Sammamish water quality to sustain fish and wildlife has suffered do to the amount of unfiltered drainage running 

into the Lake.  It is up to the governments surrounding the Lake to not allow developers to dump untreated stormwater 

into the Lake.  Treating the stormwater runoff is simply a cost of development and allowing a variance enriches and 

encourages developers to skirt environmental standards.   
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Thanks for listening, 

 

Brad Del Matto 

161 E. Lake Sammamish Shore Lane NE 

Sammamish 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2021 3:52 PM

To: atberns@gmail.com

Subject: RE: Opposition to the Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge

Adam, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. Notification went 

out to properties within 300 feet of the subject property using the information our system gathers from King County. I’ll 

provide you with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge 

into Lake Sammamish. Additionally, there will be a public meeting scheduled for this project in the coming weeks. You’ll 

receive a meeting notice with instructions for the public meeting. 

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish. The treatment process will remove sediment and 

pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in 

touch with one of our review engineers who can describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just 

described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate pollution concerns.  

 

I will forward you comment to the applicant for a formal response. Your comment will be addressed in the staff report 

for this project. More information about the project will be discussed at the upcoming neighborhood meeting.  

 

Providing public comment, you’ll automatically be added to our party of record list. Being a party of record ensures you 

are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at our active 

projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. 

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it.  

 

Doug Yormick 
Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

From: atberns@gmail.com <atberns@gmail.com>  

Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2021 3:20 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov>; CPD [External] <cpd@issaquahwa.gov> 

Cc: 'alessandra berns' <alessanp1@hotmail.com>; atberns@gmail.com 

Subject: Opposition to the Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge 

 

File Number: SH021-00010 

 

Mr Yormick, 
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My family resides at 5152 NW Sammamish Road. Our neighbors received the notice of application for the Hyla Crossing 

Stormwater Discharge. Though you failed to notify us, I am writing in strong opposition of this proposal.   

 

Eagle Cove is transforming before our eyes and is being destroyed by the sediment from the existing outflows from the 

new developments and from Schneider Creek. As our neighbors will attest, our docks and properties now go completely 

underwater each year which has damaged our property, our approved docks and our boat lift mechanisms. The fact that 

you are even considering dumping more stormwater directly into the lake and next to our property and a super popular 

park is baffling and concerning. You need to send the storm water to an area 200 feet to the east and dump it in marshy 

wetlands to absorb and minimize the impact. 

 

Please add me as a Party of Record for this project. 

 

Adam T. Berns 

5152 NW Sammamish Road 

Issaquah, WA 98027 

atberns@gmail.com 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:08 PM

To: Ed Mills

Subject: RE: Rowley Properties stormwater drainage permit

Ed, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The Notice of Decision will consolidate and provide responses to the comments we receive. We will also 

forward your comments to the Applicant for a response from them.  

 

The comment period stated on the Notice of Application 1) encourages the public to submit their comments early in the 

process and 2) ensures that there is a period in which comments may be submitted and no decision will be issued.  

However, we may not be prepared to issue the decision at the close of the comment period. We accept comments until 

the decision is issued, though we prefer comments sooner so that we have sufficient time to take them under 

consideration. Additionally, there will be a neighborhood environmental meeting to hear more details about the 

proposal and provide additional comments.  

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish. The treatment process will remove many 

common pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can 

put you in touch with one of our review engineers who can describe the treatment process in much better detail than I 

just described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into 

Lake Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate any pollution concerns. 

 

Despite the pumpstation being constructed by Rowley Properties the ownership and maintenance responsibility will be 

transferred to the City upon completion. This public/private partnership was negotiated as part of Rowley's 

Development Agreement with the City in the early 2010's. Our Public Works staff will be tasked with periodic 

maintenance of the building, discharge pipe, and outfall to ensure everything is in great condition.  

 

If you’d like to remain engaged throughout the process you can become a party of record. Being a party of record 

ensures you are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at 

our active projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. If you’d like to be a party 

of record just respond to this email stating those intentions.  

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it. 

 

Doug Yormick 

Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Ed Mills <EdM@kidem.org>  
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Sent: Friday, September 24, 2021 6:36 PM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Rowley Properties stormwater drainage permit 

 

 

Please ensure that the Rowley Properties stormwater drainage permit passes the City Shoreline Management standards. 

 

A pumped sulution without permanent maintenace is a recipe for eventual failure without a clear line of responsibility. 

 

Thanks, 

    Ed Mills 
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:20 PM

To: Suzanne Marston

Subject: RE: Pollution and Stormwater into Lake Sammamish- Rowley Properties Hyla Crossing.

Suzzane, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The Notice of Decision will consolidate and provide responses to the comments we receive. We will also 

forward your comments to the Applicant for a response from them.  

 

The comment period stated on the Notice of Application 1) encourages the public to submit their comments early in the 

process and 2) ensures that there is a period in which comments may be submitted and no decision will be 

issued.  However, we may not be prepared to issue the decision at the close of the comment period. We accept 

comments until the decision is issued, though we prefer comments sooner so that we have sufficient time to take them 

under consideration. Additionally, there will be a neighborhood environmental meeting to hear more details about the 

proposal and provide additional comments.  

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish to Department of Ecology standards for 

stormwater. The treatment process will remove many common pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution 

generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in touch with one of our review engineers who can 

describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into 

our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate 

any pollution concerns. 

 

Despite the pumpstation being constructed by Rowley Properties the ownership and maintenance responsibility will be 

transferred to the City upon completion. This public/private partnership was negotiated as part of Rowley's 

Development Agreement with the City in the early 2010's. Our Public Works staff will be tasked with periodic 

maintenance of the building, discharge pipe, and outfall to ensure everything is in great condition. 

 

Other alternatives were explored during the development of the Rowley’s Development Agreement, including onsite 

detention. The detention pond was determined to not be feasible due to the enormous size of the pond and site 

constraints. Discharging to a wetland would cause a different set of issues, such as flow control during a rain event and 

disrupting the delicate hydrology of the wetland and/or nearby streams. In the end the Mater Drainage Plan outlined in 

the Rowley Development Agreement identified direct discharge of treated stormwater as the preferred method. More 

information regarding the history and method will be better outlined in the subsequent Neighborhood Environmental 

Meeting.  

 

If you’d like to remain engaged throughout the process you can become a party of record. Being a party of record 

ensures you are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at 

our active projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. If you’d like to be a party 

of record just respond to this email stating those intentions.  

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it. 

 

Doug Yormick 



2

Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

 

 

From: Suzanne Marston <smarston7@comcast.net>  

Sent: Saturday, September 25, 2021 9:14 AM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Pollution and Stormwater into Lake Sammamish- Rowley Properties Hyla Crossing. 

 

Please do not allow a variance on this stormwater drainage. We need to protect our environment!  
 
The Rowley Properties stormwater drainage pipe permit from their big development across I-90 into 
Lake Sammamish failed to pass the City Shoreline Management standards. Now they are seeking a 
variance. This time in a new and worse location, into a small cove that is habitat for juvenile salmon 
and other species including Heron, freshwater clams and various fish species. This location is a main 
pathway to salmon spawning over at Issaquah Creek. water could drain into a detention pond they 
create on their own property or into Issaquah's wetland field, but neither wants to sacrifice their land, 
so it is proposed to pump it almost 3000' feet and dump it into lake Sammamish. This includes water 
from roof tops, gutters, parking lots.  
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Doug Yormick

From: Doug Yormick

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:21 PM

To: Julia Spangler

Subject: RE: Rowley water

Julia, 

 

Thank you for taking the time to provide a public comment on the proposed stormwater pumpstation. I’ll provide you 

with some information about the pump station and the treatment the water will receive prior to discharge into Lake 

Sammamish. The Notice of Decision will consolidate and provide responses to the comments we receive. We will also 

forward your comments to the Applicant for a response from them.  

 

The comment period stated on the Notice of Application 1) encourages the public to submit their comments early in the 

process and 2) ensures that there is a period in which comments may be submitted and no decision will be 

issued.  However, we may not be prepared to issue the decision at the close of the comment period. We accept 

comments until the decision is issued, though we prefer comments sooner so that we have sufficient time to take them 

under consideration. Additionally, there will be a neighborhood environmental meeting to hear more details about the 

proposal and provide additional comments.  

 

The stormwater will be treated prior to discharge to Lake Sammamish to Department of Ecology standards for 

stormwater. The treatment process will remove many common pollutants, including phosphorous from pollution 

generating sources such as parking lots and roadways. I can put you in touch with one of our review engineers who can 

describe the treatment process in much better detail than I just described. Currently untreated stormwater flows into 

our waterways, mainly Tibbets Creek prior to discharge into Lake Sammamish. The proposed method should eliminate 

any pollution concerns. 

 

Despite the pumpstation being constructed by Rowley Properties the ownership and maintenance responsibility will be 

transferred to the City upon completion. This public/private partnership was negotiated as part of Rowley's 

Development Agreement with the City in the early 2010's. Our Public Works staff will be tasked with periodic 

maintenance of the building, discharge pipe, and outfall to ensure everything is in great condition. 

 

Other alternatives were explored during the development of the Rowley’s Development Agreement, including onsite 

detention. The detention pond was determined to not be feasible due to the enormous size of the pond and site 

constraints. Discharging to a wetland would cause a different set of issues, such as flow control during a rain event and 

disrupting the delicate hydrology of the wetland and/or nearby streams. In the end the Mater Drainage Plan outlined in 

the Rowley Development Agreement identified direct discharge of treated stormwater as the preferred method. More 

information regarding the history and method will be better outlined in the subsequent Neighborhood Environmental 

Meeting.  

 

If you’d like to remain engaged throughout the process you can become a party of record. Being a party of record 

ensures you are kept up to date with any decisions that are made about this project in the future. You can also look at 

our active projects map where I’ll post any new documents that are pertinent for the review. If you’d like to be a party 

of record just respond to this email stating those intentions.  

 

Thank you again for providing public comment for this project. It’s engaged residents that keep our City beautiful and 

lively, while holding everyone involved accountable. I truly appreciate it. 

 

Doug Yormick 
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Assistant Planner | Community Planning and Development 

1775 12th Ave NW 

Issaquah, WA 98027  

425.837.3083 

dougy@issaquahwa.gov 

 

 

 

 

From: Julia Spangler <jespangler@gmail.com>  

Sent: Saturday, September 25, 2021 10:40 AM 

To: Doug Yormick <DougY@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: Rowley water 

 

Dear Doug, 

 

I would like to add my voice to others who are concerned about the drainage from Rowley developments going into 

sensitive areas of Lake Sammamish.  Please let us stop sacrificing  essential natural systems to our greed in making the 

most money from developments.  Business does not trump nature, especially when our salmon populations are already 

so stressed by climate change and development all over the area. 

 

I suspect you know all of the arguments.  Please don't succumb to pressure from powerful, rich corporations.  They can 

use their own land to make a containment pond, and they can make it pretty like the containment pond at Pickering 

Place.  Do it right for the good of the whole, including the health of our lake. 

 

Julia Spangler 

 

 



 

 

 

Wet.land, LLC          

Jennifer Marriott, PWS 

15803 Bear Creek Parkway 

Unit E513 

Redmond, WA 98052 

 

15 April 2022 

 

Doug Yormick 

City of Issaquah 

Community Planning and Development 

 

 

PROJECT: Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Project, Issaquah, Washington 

SUBJECT:  Response to Comments  

 

Dear Doug, 

 

Comments to this Project from The Watershed Company (TWC) were provided to us on 20 August 2021. The TWC 

letter is dated 10 June 2021. Comments as presented by TWC are below in bold font, while our responses follow in 

a normal font. The comments are separated by Section as provided in the TWC letter starting with the 

Recommendations section, followed by the more detailed comments regarding Wetland Classification and On-site 

Restoration and Mitigation. This response has been updated to reflect the most recent site and mitigation plans as 

of 15 April 2022.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Prepare the required wetland rating form figures for Wetland E. 

Wetland rating forms have been prepared, and are attached with a revised wetland rating sheet for Wetland 

E only (Attachment 1). The wetland ratings have not changed for the other wetlands within the Project Area 

as the other wetlands are outside of the project limits for the proposed pipeline.   

 

 

Exhibit 7
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2. Address the wetland rating inconsistencies discussed under the Wetland Classification section above; 

revise the wetland classification accordingly. 

The rating form for Wetland E has been revised, attached, with rating figures. However, note that many of the 

below rating inconsistencies do not apply to the revised rating as the wetland had been rated using the wrong 

HGM classification.  

3. Revise the Plant Density Tables and Plant Schedule on Sheet W3.3 to be consistent with each other. 

Verify the correct plant quantities based on the proposed plant spacing. 

The Plant Density Tables and Plant Schedule on Sheet W3.3 have been resolved to be consistent with each 

other.  Plant quantities for each species in each zone were also checked and updated as needed. See the 

revised Mitigation Plan provided as Attachment 2.  

4. Clarify the Plant Communities Legend on Sheet W3.3 to accurately depict where the Zone 4 willow 

stakes will be placed. 

The proposed stormwater line transects the Volunteer Restoration area where willow stakes were previously 

planted by volunteers for the City at approximately 6’ o.c.  Note that Zone 4 is the Volunteer Restoration Area 

that occurs outside of the construction corridor. Those portions of the Volunteer Restoration Area that occur 

within the construction corridor have been included within Zone 1. The displaced willow stake replacement 

plantings will now be planted within Zone 4.  The Volunteer Restoration Area (Zone 4) was found to have 

many large gaps that could benefit from additional (replacement) planting.  The exact locations of these gaps 

were not surveyed as agreed by the City. A rough diagram was provided by the Parks Department to be used 

as a baseline in the attached Mitigation Plan and has been taken into account with the mitigation design.  The 

684 replacement willow stakes will be planted in the gaps within Zone 4 with the exact locations determined 

by a professional on site at the time of planting. 

5. Confirm that all plant species installed beneath the power lines will not exceed the maximum allowed 

height per the utility agency. 

The planting plan has been revised to remove Scouler’s willow from the enhancement area where overhead 

utility lines hang .  All plants directly under the overhead lines are shrubs; vine maples and hooker’s willow 

maturing out at heights of 25 feet will be located beyond the overhead lines. 

6. Provide performance standards for all on-site restoration/enhancement areas. 

Performance standards for the onsite mitigation will be as follows:  

Objective A:  Restore Palustrine Emergent/Scrub-Shrub Wetland 

Performance Standard A1:  Percent survival of all installed species must be at least 100% at the end of Year 1 

(per contactor warranty), and at least 85% by the end of Year 3.  

Performance Standard A2:  At least 5 species of desirable native woody plant species will be present in the 

wetland and buffer restoration areas. Species may be comprised of both planted and naturally colonized 

vegetation. 
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Performance Standard A3:  Total percent aerial woody plant coverage must be at least 35% by Year 4, 50% by 

Year 5, 55% by Year 7, and 65% by Year 10.   

Performance Standard A4:  Indicators of wetland hydrology will be present between March 1st – May 15th, 

during the spring monitoring period. This Mitigation Site is expected to reflect soil saturation in the upper 12 

inches of the soil surface.   

Objective B:  Restore and Enhance Buffer 

Performance Standard B1:  Percent survival of all installed species must be at least 100% at the end of Year 1 

(per contactor warranty), and at least 85% at the end of Year 3.  

Performance Standard B2:  At least 5 species of desirable native woody plant species will be present in the 

wetland and buffer restoration areas. Species may be comprised of both planted and naturally colonized 

vegetation. 

Performance Standard B3:  Total percent aerial woody plant coverage must be at least 35% by Year 4, 50% by 

Year 5, 55% by Year 7, and 65% by Year 10. 

Objective C:  Remove and control invasive plants to less than 10% cover in mitigation areas 

Performance Standard C1:  After construction and throughout the 10-year monitoring period, areal coverage 

by non-native invasive plant species shall be maintained at 10% or less throughout the mitigation site. These 

standards apply to ditch, riparian, and upland buffer areas combined. These species include, but are not 

limited to:  Scot’s broom, Himalayan and evergreen blackberry, purple loosestrife, hedge bindweed, and 

bittersweet nightshade. 

Performance Standard C2:  Per USACE requirements, after construction and throughout the monitoring 

period, non-native invasive knotweed species (such as Polygonum cuspidatum, P. polystachyum, P. 

sachalinense, and P. bohemicum) will be eradicated throughout the mitigation areas (including buffer areas) 

for a total cover of 0%. 

7. Provide a contingency plan for the on-site mitigation. 

Chapter 11 of the Critical Areas Report prepared by Talasaea Consultants, dated 21 May 2021 (as revised 15 

April 2022), outlines the Contingency Plan for the mitigation onsite. A separate document has not been 

prepared. The text of Chapter 11 of the CAR is below:  

Regular maintenance reviews will be performed according to the schedule presented in Table 4 to address 

any conditions that could jeopardize the success of the mitigation project.  Following maintenance reviews 

by the biologist or ecologist, required maintenance on the site will be implemented within ten (10) business 

days of submission of a maintenance memo to the maintenance contractor and permittee.    

Established performance standards for the project will be compared to the yearly monitoring results to judge 

the success of the mitigation.  If during the course of the monitoring period, there appears to be a significant 

problem with achieving the performance standards, the permittee shall work with the City and other 

permitting agencies to develop a Contingency Plan in order to get the project back into compliance with the 
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performance standards.  Contingency plans can include, but are not limited to, the following actions: 

additional plant installation, erosion control, bank stabilization, modifications to hydrology, and plant 

substitutions of type, size, quantity, and/or location.  If required, a Contingency Plan shall be submitted to the 

City by December 31st of any year when deficiencies are discovered.    

The following list includes examples of maintenance (M) and contingency (C) actions that may be 

implemented over the duration of the monitoring period.  This list is not intended to be exhaustive, and other 

actions may be implemented as deemed necessary. 

• During year one, replace all dead woody plant material (M). 

• The irrigation system shall be programmed to provide 1/2-inch of water two times per week (one cycle 

with two start times per week or every three days) between June 15 –October 15 during the first two years 

after installation, and for the first two years after any replacement plantings (C & M). 

• Replace dead plants with the same species or a substitute that meets mitigation plan goals and objectives, 

subject to Talasaea and agency approval (C). 

• Re-plant area after the reason for failure has been identified (e.g., moisture regime, poor plant stock, 

disease, shade/sun conditions, wildlife damage, etc.) (C). 

• After consulting with City staff and other permitting agencies, minor excavations, if deemed to be more 

beneficial to the existing conditions than currently exists, will be made to correct surface drainage 

patterns (C). 

• Remove/control weedy or exotic invasive plants (e.g., Scotch broom, reed canarygrass, Himalayan 

blackberry, purple loosestrife, Japanese knotweed, etc.) by manual or chemical means approved by 

permitting agencies.  Use of herbicides or pesticides within the mitigation area would only be 

implemented if other measures failed or were considered unlikely to be successful and would require prior 

agency approval.  All non-native vegetation must be removed and disposed of off-site. (C & M). 

• Weed all trees and shrubs to the dripline and provide 3-inch deep mulch rings 24 inches in diameter for 

shrubs and 36 inches in diameter for trees (M). 

• Remove trash and other debris from the mitigation areas twice a year (M). 

• Selectively prune woody plants at the direction of Talasaea Consultants to meet the mitigation plan's goal 

and objectives (e.g., thinning and removal of dead or diseased portions of trees/shrubs) (M). 

• Repair or replace damaged structures including signs and fencing (M). 

8. Prepare a bond quantity worksheet in accordance with IMC 18.10.810 and Development Agreement 

Appendix J 13.0. 

A bond quantity worksheet has been prepared and is attached (Attachment 3).  

9. Provide additional buffer areas for the maintenance access point within the Wetland E buffer. 

This is a linear project whose project area is defined only by the corridor through which the new pipe will be 

installed. The Applicant does not own the property on which Wetland E occurs nor do they own any adjacent 

properties where the addition of buffer would be possible. Buffer replacement adjacent to the existing buffer 

is not possible around this Project Area given the constraints of the site. The buffer is already heavily impacted 
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by existing public roads and infrastructure. The permanent buffer impact resulting from the maintenance 

access will be added to the credits purchased from the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank as there is no other 

alternative available for buffer mitigation beyond what is already proposed.  

Accounting for the wetland rating revisions above, total credits purchased will now be as follows – see Table 

1 below. This includes a purchase of buffer credits for those areas of buffer that cannot be replaced in the 

field due to the existing constraints that the Applicant has no control over. Note that this table has been 

updated to also include the new rating of the wetland. Mitigation ratios for Category 1 wetlands are typically 

between 1.5 or 2:1, variable, and this value will be determined at a later date once discussions with the USACE 

proceed further in conjunction with the mitigation bank manager to finalize which ratio is determined to be 

most appropriate given the physical characteristics of this wetland and lack of any special habitats.  

Table 1. Summary of Credits to be Purchased from Keller Farm Mitigation Bank 

Critical Area 
ID 

Type of 
Impact 

Area of 
Impact 
(square feet) 

Mitigation 
Bank Credit 
to Impact 
Ratio 

Wetland 
Credits 
Purchased 

Buffer 
Credits 
Purchased 

Wetland E – 

Outfall 

Category I 

Wetland 
315 1.5:1 or 2:1 (TBD) 473 or 630  

Wetland E- 

Maintenance 

Access 

Category I 

Wetland 
490 1.5:1 or 2:1 (TBD) 735 or 980  

Total Wetland 

Impacts 
 805 

1.5:1 or 2:1 

(TBD) 
1,208 or 1,610  

Wetland E Buffer 
Critical Area 

Buffer 
244 0.3:1  73.2 

 

10. Provide additional buffer or mitigation for the proposed trail in the Tibbetts Creek buffer. 

No additional buffer replacement or mitigation will be provided for the proposed trail within the Tibbetts 

Creek buffer because this trail is designed and located consistent with the DA. See response below for 

Recommendation #11 for more details.  

11. Remove the proposed trail from the Northern Enhancement Area square footage calculations. 

Additional buffer restoration may be required to maintain consistency with the Development 

Agreement Appendix J 7.0.B.1.b.3. 

Appendix B (Section 4.2) of the DA clearly outlines Critical Area Trail as one of the targeted pedestrian-

oriented types of circulation required as part of the greater Hyla Crossing development. Section 4.2.1 of 

Appendix B notes that Critical Area Trails are non-motorized trails used in critical area buffers. While this 

section does not specifically locate where these critical area trails should be, this section of the DA clearly 

provides for these trails to occur within critical area buffers.  

Additionally, Section 5.4 of Appendix B of the DA discusses the Tibbetts Creek Trail Guidelines. These 

guidelines require that the Hyla Crossing project broadly design “at least a portion of the Greenway trail as a 
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Critical Area Trail.” There are also notes that where this trail occurs within a Critical Area, the trail should 

reflect the character of that adjacent use, such as incorporating native plants and natural materials into the 

trail design.   

Section 3.0 of Appendix D Community Spaces clearly identifies the Tibbetts Creek Trail as a required 

community space that will parallel Tibbetts Creek and allow pedestrian and bicycle access through the Hyla 

Crossing neighborhood. Exhibit D-2 identified the proposed alignment of the Tibbetts Creek Trail 

(Attachment 4).  

Section 5.1 of Appendix E Circulation Standards outlines the restrictions of the Critical Areas Trail, including 

corridor dimensions (Attachment 5). Critical Area Trails are expected to be 13 feet in width which includes a 

five (5) foot sidewalk with four (4) feet of landscaping on either side. The adjacent landscaping to the main 

Critical Area Trail is intended to be compatible with the native vegetation presumed to be in the adjacent 

buffer. 

The proposed trail at the outer edge of the Tibbetts Creek buffer restoration is consistent with the DA that 

specifies that some trails are required to be located within the critical areas buffers as part of the commitment 

to expanded pedestrian circulation around and through the Hyla Crossing neighborhood and as referenced 

by the City’s parks and open space strategic plan for circulation. The DA clearly identified this segment of trail 

along Tibbetts Creek. Additional buffer restoration is not proposed to compensate for buffer contained within 

this pedestrian trail.  

12. Note that the project as designed will require a shoreline variance. 

Noted. A request for a shoreline variance has already been submitted and is currently under review by the 

City of Issaquah.  Please note that the same critical areas report was submitted for the shoreline variance as 

was provided for the ASDP review. These revised documents responding to TWC recommendations should 

be used for the shoreline variance as well since the document revisions pertain to both the ASDP and 

shoreline variance applications.  

 

Wetland Classification 

Note on HGM classification of Wetland E: This wetland was previously rated as a depressional wetland because 

there were multiple HGM classes present. After further review, the wetland is dominated by lake fringe and slope 

characteristics, rather than depressional characteristics. The outlet is lower in elevation than either the center or 

upper limits of this wetland, and no pockets exist where more than a few inches of water can pool except where 

direct interaction with the lake occurs. Based on these characteristics, a lake fringe & slope HGM classes for this 

wetland rating seem more accurate. The rating sheet notes that where a wetland has both lake fringe and slope 

wetland components, a lake fringe rating is appropriate. With that in mind – the questions below have been 

adjusted accordingly.  
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1. Question D1.2 The soil 2 inches below the surface is true clay or organic: This question was answered 

“No.” NRCS soil mapping indicates that a substantial portion of the Wetland E unit contains Shalcar 

muck, a true organic soil. Per the Rating System guidance: “If the unit is found within an area that is 

mapped as an organic or clay soil by the National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) on their county 

soil maps, consider the unit to have clay or organic soils.” This question should be answered “Yes,” and 

four points should be allocated. 

This question is no longer applicable to the new wetland rating.  

2. Question D1.4 The area that is ponded for at least 2 months: This question was answered “Area 

seasonally ponded is > ¼ the total area.” The required figure documenting Talasaea’s conclusion was 

not provided. However, per the National Wetlands Inventory, more than ½ of Wetland E is mapped as 

seasonally flooded. Absent evidence to the contrary, this question should be answered “Area 

seasonally ponded is > ½ the total area,” and four points should be allocated. 

This question is no longer applicable.  

3. Questions D4.3 and D5.3 cannot be reviewed without the required rating form figure depicting the 

contributing basin identified for the rating. 

This question is no longer applicable. 

4. Question H1.1 Structure of plant community: This question was answered with emergent, forested, 

and forested with three out of five strata Cowardin plant communities. However, there is a substantial 

portion (meeting minimum size thresholds) of the wetland unit that extends into Lake Washington and 

supports an aquatic bed community. This community is evident in aerial photos from multiple years 

(2013 iMap and 2007, 2009, 2012, 2014, 2016 Google Earth). “Aquatic bed” should be added to the 

Cowardin classifications, and four points should be allocated. 

This was an oversight and aquatic bed should definitely be included as a plant community. This change has 

been made. However, only 2 additional points were added since 2 points were already given for the three (3) 

plant communities already noted, for four (4) points in total for this question – not four (4) additional points.  

5. Question H1.2 Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland: This 

question was answered “occasionally flooded, saturated only, permanently flowing stream in or 

adjacent the wetland, and lake-fringe wetland.” Portions of the wetland unit are lake-fringe (the unit 

is rated as a depression). However, the lake-fringe option is specific to units being rated as a lake-fringe 

hydrogeomorphic class. The lake-fringe area within Wetland A should be considered “permanently 

flooded.” This correction does not affect the points allocated for the question.   

No changes have been made to the rating sheet. This particular rating sheet was in draft form, as apparent 

by the side notations and items in () on the rating sheet. The HGM class revision changing this rating to a lake 

fringe rating means that hydroperiods remain as they are, however, the math needs to be corrected to 

accurately count the 2 points for the lake fringe wetland. Therefore, this question gets four (4) points in total, 

rather than the three (3) previous.  
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6. H1.4 Interspersion of habitats: This question was answered “moderate.” However, the wetland unit 

contains forested, emergent, aquatic bed, and open water (lake and stream) components. Per the 

rating form, wetlands with four or more habitat types are automatically considered “high” 

interspersion. Four points should be allocated to this question. 

We agree that this should be high. However, a high interspersion only allocates three (3) points, not four (4). 

This change has been reflected for three (3) instead of the previous two (2).  

7. Questions H2.1, H2.2, and H2.3 cannot be reviewed without the required rating form figure and area 

percentage calculations provided. 

See attached figure. The only effective change is that high intensity land use is not more than half of the 

polygon once the lake is accounted for appropriately.  

 

On-Site Restoration and Enhancement 

 

1. The “Plant Density Tables” on Mitigation Plan Sheet W3.3 do not align with the plant quantities in the 

“Plant Schedule” on Sheet W3.3. 

a. Zone 1 table depicts 5,507 groundcover plantings, but the Zone 1 plant schedule depicts zero 

groundcover plantings. The Zone 1 planting area is identified as 22,027 square feet. At four feet on-

center, as proposed, this would equate to approximately 1,600 groundcover plantings, rather than 

5,507. 

Zone 1 is completely within Wetland E and is currently consumed by reed canary grass and is partially 

within the volunteer restoration area where willow stakes appear to have been planted at 6 feet on center.   

In response to preventing the consumption of re-established construction areas by reed canary grass, and 

maintaining clear access to accommodate any potential truck or maintenance access needed to the 

outfall, Talasaea proposes seeding the entire zone with a native wetland grass mix in efforts to establish 

100% coverage and outcompete any invasion of reed canary grass. While the Planting Density Tables 

specify “groundcover,” at this location and elsewhere as noted underneath the Planting Density Tables, 

groundcover is also used to reference the proposed native seed mixes rather than individually planted 

groundcover plants. Zone 1 will be seeded at a rate of 20-25 pounds per acre. 

b. Zone 2 table depicts 8,448 groundcover plantings, but the Zone 2 plant schedule depicts zero 

groundcover plantings. The Zone 2 planting area is identified as 33,792 square feet. At four feet on-

center, as proposed, this would equate to approximately 2,450 groundcover plantings, rather than 

8,448. It is also unclear what the qualifier “(50% coverage)” is meant to clarify in the Zone 2 table 

for groundcovers, as the proposed groundcover quantities are more than 3x what would be required 

for four-foot spacing. 

Zone 2 area is indicative of scrub shrub and upland meadow vegetation in a wetland buffer.  It covers the 

maintenance access entrance and the area between NW Sammamish Road and the associated drainage 
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ditch.  The qualifier ‘50% coverage’ is for accommodation of access for maintenance vehicles.  For city 

maintenance access to the roadside ditch and the necessity for accommodating any potential access to 

the outfall by truck or other machinery, any proposed vegetation cannot be so tall or woody as to obstruct 

maintenance access. Talasaea proposes seeding the entire zone with native wetland grass mix as 

groundcover in efforts to establish 100% coverage while providing unobstructed ground access.  While 

the Planting Density Tables specify “groundcover,” at this location and elsewhere as noted underneath 

the Planting Density Tables, groundcover is also used to reference the proposed native seed mixes rather 

than individually planted groundcover plants. Zone 1 will be seeded at a rate of 20-25 pounds per acre. 

c. Zone 3 table depicts 6,539 groundcover plantings, but the Zone 3 plant schedule depicts 1,514 

groundcover plantings. The Zone 1 planting area is identified as 26,154 square feet. At four feet on-

center, as proposed, this would equate to approximately 1,900 groundcover plantings, rather than 

1,514. 

Groundcover planting density should be 2 feet on-center, resulting in 6,539 plants.  However, shrubs are 

being proposed denser than the density table as it generally establishes more reliably.  Salal is proposed 

in certain locations as a ground cover to create structural and species diversity.  Native upland meadow 

grass mix is also proposed within the enhancement area and surrounding the trail for visual surveillance 

and safety. 

d. The plant schedule depicts salal at three feet on-center and snowberry at four feet on-center. 

Snowberry is a shrub, not a groundcover and would be more appropriate in the “massing shrubs” 

portion of the plant schedule. Further, the planting zone tables depict all groundcovers at four feet 

on-center. 

Agree snowberry is a shrub and is now categorized accordingly.  Salal, is used as a  groundcover and per 

the density table, proposed to be planted 2 feet on center.. 

2. The “Plant Communities Legend” on Sheet W3.3 is confusing. The legend depicts the Zone 4 planting 

area as the entire existing volunteer restoration area and shows the Zone 1 planting area transecting 

the volunteer restoration area. The CAR and Sheet W2.0 clarify that the temporary impacts within 

existing volunteer restoration area, which has been planted with willow stakes, will be restored with 

willow stakes per the Zone 4 planting schedule. The Plant Communities Legend should be revised to 

clarify that the Zone 4 willow stakes will be placed in the temporary disturbance area, rather than the 

larger existing restoration area, similar to the depiction on Sheet W2.0. 

Note that Zone 4 is the Volunteer Restoration Area that occurs outside of the construction corridor. Those 

portions of the Volunteer Restoration Area that occur within the construction corridor have been included 

within Zone 1. The portion of Zone 4 reflected on the map has been reduced for clarity to show an area equal 

to the disturbed area of Volunteer Restoration Area by construction of the stormwater forcemain.  The Zone 

4 willow stakes will not be planted in the temporary disturbance area. These willow stakes will be used to 

infill the existing willow stakes where there are gaps in coverage, as outlined above in the response to 

Recommendations Question #4.  The objective with this mitigation plan is to infill those sparse areas with the 
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estimated number of willows displaced by the construction area.  Zone 1 plantings will include more than 

willows as a number of other shrub species have been included to add species diversity while also providing 

a path unobstructed by woody plant material for maintenance access to the outfall. The willows that will be 

included within the Zone 1 plantings are separate from those displaced willows to be planted in Zone 4. 

 

3. “Viewport 5” proposes Scouler’s willows beneath existing overhead utility lines. Scouler’s willows can 

reach 60 feet in height. The planting plan should avoid species that may exceed the allowed height 

threshold beneath the powerlines so that future mowing/pruning is not required. Coordination with 

the utility agency may be necessary. 

Scouler’s willow has been removed from the selection of plants proposed under the overhead utility lines.  

No plants proposed within the vicinity of the utility lines exceed a mature height of 25 feet as typically allowed 

under overhead lines and as advised by our electrical consultant.  All shrubs with mature height taller than 

12 feet are placed away from directly below the utility lines. A few conifers will be planted closer to the 

building site and well away from the utility lines. 

 

4. The CAR notes that the mitigation performance standards will be provided after initial review and 

comments. An additional review will be required upon preparation of the performance standards. 

Performance standards have been added. See response to Recommendation #6 above. 

 

5. A contingency plan has not been provided as part of the mitigation plan as required per IMC 18.10.760.H 

and the Development Agreement. 

A contingency was previously included in the Critical Areas Report. See response to Recommendation #7 

above. 

 

6. A bond quantity worksheet will be required in accordance with IMC 18.10.810. Both the current IMC and 

the Development Agreement Appendix J Section 13 require a performance bond equal to 150 percent 

of the total cost of the mitigation, if the mitigation is not complete prior to final approval of the 

development proposal. Both the current IMC and the Development Agreement also require a 

maintenance and monitoring bond equal to 50 percent of the estimated cost of maintenance and 

monitoring over five years. 

Comment noted. A bond quantity worksheet has been prepared. See response to Recommendation #8 above. 
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Should you have any questions or require additional information regarding this Project, please contact Chris Borzio 

at KPFF or me at jen@wet.land (cell: 813-846-1684).         

        

Jennifer Marriott, PWS 

Owner, Wet.land, LLC 

 

Attachments: 

1. Attachment 1 – Revised Rating Sheet for Wetland E, as revised by Wet.land, LLC 

2. Attachment 2 – Revised Mitigation Plan Set, prepared by Talasaea Consultants, 13 April 2022 

3. Attachment 3 – Bond Quantity Worksheet 

4. Attachment 4 – Exhibit D-2, Section 3.0, Appendix D Community Spaces of the DA 

5. Attachment 5 – Section 5.1 of Appendix E Circulation Standards of the DA 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Revised Rating Sheet for Wetland E, as revised by Wet.land, LLC 
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Wetland name or number� 

RATING SUMMARY - Western Washington 

Name of wetland (or ID#): u)_ +{tlv'\..d C- Date of site visit: MB /I?>
Rated by .J. fna Y( ;vft Trained by Ecology?_:::v'es _No Date of training�tS 

HGM Class used for rating ])
<g

V'lS5 Wetland has multiple HGM classes? V'Y __ N 
(Slo�) 

NOTE: Form is not completEi without the figures requested (figures can be combined). 

Source of base aerial photo/map ________________ _ 

OVERALL WETLAND CATEGORY __ (based on functions_ or special characteristics_) 

1. Category of wetland based on FUNCTIONS
___ Category I -Total score= 23 - 27 
___ Category II -Total score = 20 - 22 

Category Ill -Total score = 16 - 19 
___ Category IV -Total score = 9 - 15 

FUNCTION 

Site Potential 

Landscape Potential 

Value 

Score Based on 

Ratings 

Improving Hydrologic 

Water Quality 

Habitat 

TOTAL 

l9 

Z. Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland

CHARACTERISTIC 

Estuarine 

Wetland of High Conservation Value 

Bog 

Mature Forest 

Old Growth Forest 

Coastal Lagoon 

lnterdunal 

None of the above 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

CATEGORY 

I II 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I II 

I II III IV 

Score for each 
function based 
on three 
ratings 
( order of ratings 
is not 
important) 

9 = H,H,H 

8 = H,H,M 

7 = H,H,L 

7 = H,M,M 

6 = H,M,L 

6= M,M,M 

5 = H,L,L 

5 = M,M,L 

4 = M,L,L 

3 = L,L,L 

1 

Current Rating Summary Based on 
Lake Fringe HGM Class

9 7 8 24
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RATING SUMMARY - Western Washington 

Name of wetland (or ID#): u)_ +{tlv'\..d C- Date of site visit: MB /I?>
Rated by .J. fna Y( ;vft Trained by Ecology?_:::v'es _No Date of training�tS 

HGM Class used for rating ])
<g

V'lS5 Wetland has multiple HGM classes? V'Y __ N 
(Slo�) 

NOTE: Form is not completEi without the figures requested (figures can be combined). 

Source of base aerial photo/map ________________ _ 

OVERALL WETLAND CATEGORY __ (based on functions_ or special characteristics_) 

1. Category of wetland based on FUNCTIONS
___ Category I -Total score= 23 - 27 
___ Category II -Total score = 20 - 22 

Category Ill -Total score = 16 - 19 
___ Category IV -Total score = 9 - 15 

FUNCTION 

Site Potential 

Landscape Potential 

Value 

Score Based on 

Ratings 

Improving Hydrologic 

Water Quality 

Habitat 

TOTAL 

l9 

Z. Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland

CHARACTERISTIC 

Estuarine 

Wetland of High Conservation Value 

Bog 

Mature Forest 

Old Growth Forest 

Coastal Lagoon 

lnterdunal 

None of the above 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

CATEGORY 

I II 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I II 

I II III IV 

Score for each 
function based 
on three 
ratings 
( order of ratings 
is not 
important) 

9 = H,H,H 

8 = H,H,M 

7 = H,H,L 

7 = H,M,M 

6 = H,M,L 

6= M,M,M 

5 = H,L,L 

5 = M,M,L 

4 = M,L,L 

3 = L,L,L 

1 

Previous Rating Summary



Wetland name or number 

Maps and figures required to answer questions correctly for 
Western Washington 

De re sional Wetlands 

Map of: 

Cowardin plant classes 

Hydro periods 

Location of outlet (can be added to map of hydroperiods) 

Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) 

Map of the contributing basin 

1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 

polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) 

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) 

Riverine Wetlands 

� 
Map of: 

Coward in plant classes 

Hydro periods 

Ponded depressions 

Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) 

Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants 

Width of unit vs. width of stream (can be added to another figure) 

Map of the contributing basin 

1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 

polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) 

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) 

Lake Fringe Wetlands 

Map of: 

Cowardin plant ciasses 

Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants 

Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) 

1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 

polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) 

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) 

Slope Wetlands 

Map of: 

Cowardin plant classes 

Hydroperiods 

Plant cover of dense trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants 

Plant cover of dense, rigid trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants 

(can be added to figure above) 

Boundary of 150 ft buffer (can be added to another figure) 

1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 

polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) 

Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 

Rating Funn - Effective January 1, 2015 

To answer questions: Figure# 

D 1.3, H 1.1, H 1.4 

D 1.4, H 1.2 

D 1.1, D 4.1 

D 2.2, D 5.2 

D 4.3, D 5.3 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3 

D 3.1, D 3.2 

D 3.3 

- ---

To answer questions: Figure# 

H 1.1, H 1.4 

Hl.2 

R 1.1 

R 2.4 

R 1.2, R 4.2 

R 4.1 

R 2.2, R 2.3, R 5.2 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3 

R 3.1 

R 3.2, R 3.3 

To answer questions: Figure# 

L 1.1, L 4.1, H 1.1, H 1.4 

L 1.2 

L 2.2 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3 

L 3.1, L 3.2 

L 3.3 

To answer questions: Figure# 

H 1.1, H 1.4 

H 1.2 

S 1.3 

S 4.1 

S 2.1, S 5.1 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3 

S3.1,S3.2 

S 3.3 

2 
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Wetland name or number� 

HGM Classification of Wetlands in Western Washington 

For questions 1-7, the criteria described must apply to the entire unit being rated. 

If the hydrologic criteria listed in each question do not apply to the entire unit being rated, you 
probably have a unit with multiple HGM classes. In this case, identify which hydrologic criteria in 
questions 1-7 apply, and go to Question 8. 

1. Are the water levels in the entire unit usually controlled by tides except during floods?

NO- go to 2 YES - the wetland class is Tidal Fringe - go to 1.1 

1.1 Is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per thousand)? 

NO -Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine) YES -Freshwater Tidal Fringe

If your wetland can be classified as a Freshwater Tidal Fringe use the forms for Riverine wetlands. If it 

is Saltwater Tidal Fringe it is an Estuarine wetland and is not scored. This method cannot be used to 

score functions for estuarine wetlands. 

2. The entire wetland unit is flat and precipitation is the only source (>90%) of water to it. Groundwater
and surface water runoff are NOT sources of water to the unit.

NO - go to 3 YES-The wetland class is Flats

lfyour wetland can be classified as a Flats wetland, use the form for Depressional wetlands.

3. Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?
_The vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of permanent open water (without any

plants on the surface at any time of the year) at least 20 ac (8 ha) in size;
_At least 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 ft (2 m).

NO - go to 4 YES - The wetland class is Lake Fringe (Lacustrine Fringe)
4. Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?

_The wetland is on a slope (slope can be very gradual),

_The water flows through the wetland in one direction (unidirectional) and usually comes from
seeps. It may flow subsurface, as sheetflow, or in a swale without distinct banks,

_The water leaves the wetland without being impounded.

NO - go to 5 YES -The wetland class is Slope

NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these type of wetlands except occasionally in very small and
shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3 ft diameter and less than 1 ft
deep).

5. Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria?
_The unit is in a valley, or stream channel, where it gets inundated by overbank flooding from that

stream or river,
_The overbank flooding occurs at least once every 2 years.

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 

Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

3 



Wetland name or number 

NO - go to 6 YES -The wetland class is Riverine 

NOTE: The Riverine unit can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not 
flooding 

6. Is the entire wetland unit in a topographic depression in ;,vhich water ponds, er is saturated to the

surface, at some time during the year? This means that any outlet, if present, is higher than the interior
of the wetland.

NO- go to 7 YES -The wetland class is Depressional

7. Is the entire wetland unit located in a very flat area with no obvious depression and no overbank

flooding? The unit does not pond surface water more than a few inches. The unit seems to be
maintained by high groundwater in the area. The wetland may be ditched, but has no obvious natural

outlet.

NO-go to 8 YES - The wetland class is Depressional

8. Your wetland unit seems to be difficult to classify and probably contains several different HGM
classes. For example, seeps at the base of a slope may grade into a riverine floodplain, or a small
stream within a Depressional wetland has a zone of flooding along its sides. GO BACK AND IDENTIFY

WHICH OF THE HYDROLOGIC REGIMES DESCRIBED IN QUESTIONS 1-7 APPLY TO DIFFERENT

AREAS IN THE UNIT (make a rough sketch to help you decide). Use the following table to identify the

appropriate class to use for the rating system if you have several HGM classes present within the

wellaml unil being scored.

NOTE: Use this table only if the class that is recommended in the second column represents 10% or

more of the total area of the wetland unit being rated. If the area of the HGM class listed in column 2

is less than 10% of the unit; classify the wetland using the class that represents more than 90% of the

total area.

HGM classes within the wetland unit HGM class to 

being rated use in rating 

Slope+ Riverine Riverine 

Slope+ Depressional Depressional 

Slope+ Lake Fringe Lake Fringe 

Depressional + Riverine along stream Depressional 

within boundary of depression 

Depressional + Lake Fringe Depressional 

Riverine+ Lake Fringe Riverine 

Salt Water Tidal Fringe and any other Treat as 

class of freshwater wetland ESTUARINE 

If yuu are still urwble tu determine which of the above criteria apply to your wetland, or ifyou have 

more than 2 HGM classes within a wetland boundary, classify the wetland as Depressionalfor the 

rating. 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - b:ftective January 1, �015 
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Wetland name or number¼__ 

DEPRESSIONAL AND FLATS WETLANDS 

Water Quality Functions - Indicators that the site functions to improve water quality 

D 1.0. Does the site have the potential to improve water quality? 

D 1.1. Characteristics of surface water outflows from the wetland: 
Wetland is a depression or flat depression (QUESTION 7 on key) with no surface water leaving it (no outlet). 

points= 3 
Wetland has an intermittently flowing stream or ditch, OR highly constricted permanently flowing outlet. 

points= 2 
Wetland has an unconstricted, or slightly constricted, surface outlet that is permanently flowing points = 1 
Wetland is a flat depression (QUESTION 7 on key), whose outlet is a permanently flowing ditch. points= 1 

D 1.2. The soil 2 in below the surface (or duff la�erl is true clay or true organic (use NRCS definitions).Yes = 4 No =0 

D 1.3. Characteristics and distribution 0f persistent plants (Emergent, Scrub-shrub, and/or Forested Coward in classes); 
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed, plants> 95% of area 
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed, plants>½ of area 
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed plants> 1/10 of area
Wetland has persistent, ungrazed plants <

1
/ 10 of area

D 1.4. Characteristics of seasonal ponding or inundation: 
This is the area that is ponded for at least 2 months. See description in manual. 

Area seasonally ponded is>½ total area of wetland 
Area seasonally ponded is>¼ total area of wetland 
Area seasonally ponded is<¼ total area of wetland 

points= 5 
points = 3 
points= 1 
points= 0 

points= 4 
points= 2 
points= 0 

Total for D 1 Add the points in the boxes above 
- V. - - -Rating of Site Potential If score is._12-16 - H _6 11- M _O 5 - L Record the rating on the first page 

D 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the water quality function of the site? 

D 2.1. Does the wetland unit receive stormwater discharges? Yes = 1 No =0 

D 2.2. Is> 10% of the area within 150 ft of the wetland in land uses that generate pollutants? Yes= 1 No=0 

D 2.3. Are there septic systems within 250 ft of the wetland? Yes = 1 No = 0 

D 2.4. Are there other sources of pollutants coming into the wetland that are not listed in questions D 2.1-D 2.37 
Source Yes = 1 No =0 

Total for D 2 Add the points in the boxes above � 

I 

CJ) 

5 

l 

y 

rt 
I 

d> 

¢ 
I 

= ✓ = = Rating of Landscape Potential If score 1s. __ 3 or 4 H __ 1 or 2 M __ O L Record the rating on the first page 

D 3.0. Is the water quality improvement provided by the site valuable to society? 

D 3.1. Does the wetland discharge directly (i.e., within 1 mi) to a stream, river, lake, or marine water that is on the 
303(d) list? Yes = 1 No =0 

D 3.2. Is the wetland in a basin or sub-basin where an aquatic resource is on the 303{d) list? Yes= 1 No=0 

D 3.3. Has the site been identified in a watershed or local plan as important for maintaining water quality (answer YES 
if there is a TMDLfor the basin in which the unit is found)? 

Total for D 3 
/ 

Ratin g of Value If score is: V 2-4 = H l=M 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

O=L 

Yes= 2 No = 0 

Add the points in the boxes above 

Record the ratin g on the irst f, p age 
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Wetland name or number 

DEPRESSIONAL AND FLA TS WETLANDS 

Hydrotogic Functions - Indicators that the site functions to reduce flooding and stream degradation 

D 4.0. Does the site have the potential to reduce flooding and erosion? 

D 4.1. Characteristics of surface water outflows from the wetland: 

Wetland is a depression or flat depression with no surface water leaving it (no outlet) points= 4 

¢
Wetland has an intermittently flowing stream or ditch, OR highly constricted permanently flowing outlet points= 2 
Wetland is a flat depression (QUESTION 7 on key), whose outlet is a permanently flowing ditch points= 1 
Wetland has an unconstriLted, or slightly constricted, surface outlet that is permanently flowing points= 0 

D 4.2. Depth of storage during wet periods: Estimate the height of ponding above the bottom of the outlet. For wetlands 

with no outlet, measure from the surface of permanent water or if dry, the deepest port. 

Marks of ponding are 3 tt or more above the surface or bottom of outlet points= 7 
Marks of ponding between 2 ft to< 3 ft from surface or bottom of outlet points= 5 
Marks are at least 0.5 ft to< 2 ft from surface or bottom of outlet points= 3 <I> The wetland is a "headwater" wetland points= 3 
Wetland is flat but has small depressions on the surface that trap water points= 1 
Marks of ponding less than 0.5 ft (6 in) points= 0 

D 4.3. Contribution of the wetland to.storage in the watershed: Estimate the ratio of the area of upstream bosin 

contributing surface water to the wetland to the orea of the wetland unit itself 

The area of the basin is less than 10 times the area of the unit points= 5 
s The area of the basin is 10 to 100 times the area of the unit points= 3 

The area of the basin is more than 100 times the area of the unit points= 0 
Entire wetland is in the Flats class points= 5 

Total for D 4 Add the points in the boxes above ':::> 
-

Rating of Site Potential If score is:_12-16::: H _6-11 = M k::'.:.0-5 = L Record the roting on the first poge 

D 5.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support hydrologic functions of the site? 

D 5.1. Does the wetland receive stormwater discharges? Yes= 1 No= 0 (/) 
D 5.2. Is >10% of the area within 150 ft of the wetland in land uses that generate excess runoff? Yes= 1 No =O 1 
D 5.3. Is more than -25% of the contributing basin of the wetland covered with intensive human land uses (residential at 

¢ >1 residence/ac, urban, commercial, agriculture, etc.)? Yes= 1 No = 0 

Total for D 'i Add the points in the boxes above I 
Rating of Landscape Potential if score is:_3 = H 0 or 2::: M __ O = L Record the roting on the first poge 

D 6.0. Are the hydrologic functions provided by the site valuable to society? 

D 6.1. The unit is in a landscape that has flooding problems. Choose the description thot best matches conditions around 

the wetland unit being rated. Do not odd points. Choose the highest score 1f more than one condition is met. 

The wetland captures surface water that would otherwise flow down-gradient into areas where flooding has 
damaged human or natural resources (e.g., houses or salmon redds): 
• Flooding occurs in a sub-basin that is immediately down-gradient of unit. points= 2 
• Surface flooding problems are in a sub-basin farther down-gradient. points= 1 

z__ Flooding from groundwater is an issue in the sub-basin. points= 1 

The existing or potential outflow from the wetland is so constrained by human or natural conditions that the 
water stored by the wetland cannot reach areas that flood. Explain why points = 0 

There are no problems with flooding downstream of the wetland. points= 0 

D 6.2. Has the site been identified as important for flood storage or flood conveyance in a regional flood control plan? 

6Yes= 2 No =O 

Total for D 6 
I 

Add the points in the boxes above "L 

Rating of Value If score is:_iL2-4 = H 
-

l=M _0:::L Record the roting on the first poge 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective Jd11u,11y 1, 2015 
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Wetland name or number ---1::2__ 

RIVERINE AND FRESHWATER TIDAL FRINGE WETLANDS 

Water Quality Functions - Indicators that the site functions to improve water quality 

R 1.0. Does the site have the potential to improve water quality? 

R 1.1. Area of surface depressions within the Riverine wetland that can trap sediments during a flooding event: 

Depressions cover >
3 

/4 area of wetland points= 8 

Depressions cover>½ area of wetland points= 4 

Depressions present but cover<½ area of wetland points= 2 

No depressions present points= 0 

R 1.2. Structure of plants in the wetland ( areas with >90% cover at person height, not Cowardin classes) 

Trees or shrubs> 
2

/3 area of the wetland points= 8 

Trees or shrubs> 
1
/3 area of the wetland points= 6 

Herbaceous plants(> 6 in high)> 
2

/3 area of the wetland points = 6 

Herbaceous plants(> 6 in high)> 
1

/3 area of the wetland points= 3 

Trees, shrubs, and ungrazed herbaceous< 
1

/3 area of the wetland points= 0 

Total for R 1 Add the points in the boxes above 

Rating of Site Potential If score is: __ 12-16 = H _6-11 = M _0-5 = L Record the rating on the first page 

R 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the water quality function of the site? 

R 2.1. Is the wetland within an incorporated city or within its UGA? Yes= 2 No =0 

R 2.2. Does the contributing basin to the wetland include a UGA or incorporated area? Yes= 1 No =0 

R 2.3. Does at least 10% of the contributing basin contain tilled fields, pastures, or forests that have been clearcut 

within the last 5 years? Yes= 1 No= 0 

R 2.4. Is> 10% of the area within 150 ft of the wetland in land uses that generate pollutants? Yes= 1 No =0 

R 2.5. Are there other sources of pollutants coming into the wetland that are not listed in questions R 2.1-R 2.4 

Other sources Yes= 1 No =0 

Total for R 2 Add the points in the boxes above 

Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:_3-6 = H _1 or 2 = M _O = L Record the rating on the first page 

R 3.0. Is the water quality improvement provided by the site valuable to society? 

R 3.1. Is the wetland along a stream or river that is on the 303( d) list or on a tributary that drains to one within 1 mi? 

Yes= 1 No =O

R 3.2. Is the wetland along a stream or river that has TMDL limits for nutrients, toxics, or pathogens? 

Yes= 1 No=0 

R 3.3. Has the site been identified in a watershed or local plan as important for maintaining water quality? (answer 

YES if there is a TMDL for the drainage in which the unit is found) 

Total for R 3 

Rating of Value If score is: __ 2-4 = H __ 1 = M _O = L 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 

Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

Yes= 2 No =0 

Add the points in the boxes above 

Recard the rating on the first page 

7 



Wetland name or number 

RIVERINE AND FRESHWATER TIDAL FRINGE WETLANDS 

Hydrologic Functions - Indicators that site functions to reduce flooding and stream erosion 

R 4.0. Does the site have the potential to reduce flooding and erosion? 

R 4.1. Characteristics of the overbank storage the wetland provides: 
Estimate the average width of the wetland perpendicular to the direction of the flow and the width of the 

stream or river channel (distance between banks). Calculate the ratio: (average width of wetland)/(average 

width of stream between banks). 

If the ratio is more than 20 points= 9 
If the ratio is 10-20 points= 6 
If the ratio is 5-<10 points= 4 
If the ratio is 1-<S points= 2 
If the ratio is < 1 points= 1 

R 4.2. Characteristics of plants that slow down water velocities during floods: Treat large woody debris as forest or 

shrub. Choose the points appropriate for the best description (polygons need to have >90% cover at person 

height. These are NOTCowardin classes). 

Forest or shrub for >1/3 area OR emergent plants> 2/3 area 
Forest or shrub for> i/10 area OR emergent plants> 1

/3 area
Plants do not meet above criteria 

Total for R 4 

Rating of Site Potential If score is: __ 12-16 = H __ 6-11 = M _0-5 = L 

points= 7 
points = 4 
points = 0 

Add the points in the boxes above 

Record the rating on the first page 

R 5.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the hydrologic functions of the site? 

R 5.1. Is the stream or river adjacent to the wetland downcut? Yes= O No = 1 

R 5.2. Does the up-gradient watershed include a UGA or incorporated area? Yes = 1 No =0 

R 5.3. Is the up-gradient stream or river controlled by dams? Yes = 0 No= 1 

Total for R 5 Add the points in the boxes above 

Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:_3 = H _1 or 2 = M _O = L Record the rating on the first page 

R 6.0. Are the hydrologic functions provided by the site valuable to society? 

R 6.1. Distance to the nearest areas downstream that have flooding problems? 
Choose the description that best fits the site. 

The sub-basin immediately down-gradient of the wetland has flooding problems that result in damage to 
human or natural resources (e.g., houses or salmon redds) nnin+c - ? 

t-''"'"''".., - a:... 

Surface flooding problems are in a sub-basin farther down-gradient points= 1 
No flooding problems anywhere downstream points� 0 

R 6.2. Has the site been identified as important for flood storage or flood conveyance in a regional flood control plan? 

Total for R 6 

Rating of Value If score is: __ 2-4 = H __ 1 = M _ _  o = L 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective january 1, 2015 

Yes = 2 No= 0 

Add the points in the boxes above 

Record the rating on the first page 
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Wetland name or number 6 

LAKE FRINGE WETLANDS 

Water Quality Functions - Indicators that the site functions _to improve water quality 

L 1.0. Does the site have the potential to improve water quality? 

L 1.1. Average width of plants along the lakeshore (use polygons of Cowardin classes); 

Plants are more than 33 ft (10 m) wide points= 6 

Plants are more than 16 ft (5 m) wide and <33 ft points= 3 

Plants are more than 6 ft (2 m) wide and <16 ft points= 1 

Plants are less than 6 ft wide points= 0 

L 1.2. Characteristics of the plants in the wetland: Choose the appropriate description that results in the highest 

points, and do not include any open water in your estimate of coverage. The herbaceous plants can be either 

the dominant form or as an understory in a shrub or forest community. These are not Cowardin classes. Area 

of cover is total cover in the unit, but it can be in patches. Herbaceous does not include aquatic bed. 

Cover of herbaceous plants is >90% of the vegetated area points= 6 

Cover of herbaceous plants is >
2
/ 3 of the vegetated area points= 4 

Cover of herbaceous plants is > 
1 
/ 3 of the vegetated area points= 3 

Other plants that are not aquatic bed> 
2

/3 unit points= 3 

Other plants that are not aquatic bed in> 
1
/3 vegetated area points= 1 

Aquatic bed plants and open water cover> 
2 

/3 of the unit points= 0 

Total for L 1 Add the points in the boxes above 

I 775 

Rating of Site Potential If score is:_8-12 = H _4-7 = M _0-3 = L Record the rating on the first page 

L 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the water quality function of the site? 

L 2.1. Is the lake used by power boats? Yes= 1 No =0 

L 2.2. Is> 10% of the area within 150 ft of wetland unit on the upland side in land uses that generate pollutants? 

Yes= 1 No =0 

L 2.3. Does the lake have problems with algal blooms or excessive plant growth such as milfoil? Yes= 1 No= 0 

Total for L 2 Add the points in the boxes above 

Rating of Landscape Potential: If score is:_Z or 3 = H _1 = M _O = L Record the rating on the first page 

L 3.0. Is the water quality improvement provided by the site valuable to society? 

L 3.1. Is the lake on the 303(d) list of degraded aquatic resources? Yes= 1 No =0 

L 3.2. Is the lake in a sub-basin where water quality is an issue (at least one aquatic resource in the basin is on the 

303(d) list)? Yes= 1 No= 0 

L 3.3. Has the site been identified in a watershed or local plan as important for maintaining water quality? Answer YES 

if there is a TMDL for the lake or basin in which the unit is found. 

Total for L 3 

Rating of Value If score is: __ Z-4 = H _1 = M _O = L 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 

Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

Yes= 2 No=0 

Add the points in the boxes above 

Record the rating on the first page 
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Wetland name or number 

LAKE FRINGE WETLANDS j 

Hydrologic F\,lnctlo�s � lndicator:s that the wetland ur,lt functions to reduce shoreline erosion 

L 4.0. Does the site have the potential to reduce shoreline erosion? 

L 4.1. Distance along shore and average width of Cowardin classes aiong the iakeshore (do not inciude Aquatic bed): 
Choose the highest scoring description that matches conditions in the wetland. 

>¾of distance is Scrub-shrub or Forested at least 33 ft (10 m) wide points= 6 

>¾of distance is Scrub-shrub or Forested at least 6 ft (2 m) wide points= 4 

> ¼ uist,rnt:e is Suub-shrub or Forested at least 33 fi: (10 m) wide points = 4 

Plants are at least 6 ft (2 m) wide (any type except Aquatic bed) points = 2 

Plants are less than 6 ft (2 m) wide (any type except Aquatic bed) points= 0 

Rating of Site Potential: If score is:_6 = M _0-5 = L Record the rating on the first page 

L 5.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the hydro logic functions of the site? 

L 5.1. Is the lake used by power boats with more than 10 hp? Yes= 1 No= 0 

L 5.2. Is the fetch on the lake side of the unit at least 1 mile in distance? Yes= 1 No =0 

Total for L 5 Add the points in the boxes above 

Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:_2 = H _1 = M _o = L Record the rating on the first page 

L 6.0. Are the hydrologic functions provided by the site valuable to society? 

L 6.1. Are there resources along the shore that can be impacted by erosion? If more than one resource is present, 
choose the one with the highest score. 

There are human structures or old growth/mature forests within 25 ft of OHWM of the shore in the unit 

points= 2 

There are nature trails or other paths and recreational activities within 25 ft of OHWM points= 1 

Other resources that could be impacted by erosion points= 1 

There are no resources that can be impacted by erosion along the shores of the unit points = 0 

Rating of Value: It SCOI e is:_2 = H __ l = M _o = L Record the rating on the first page 

NOTES and FIELD OBSERVATIONS:

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating f-'orm - Effective January 1, 2015 
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Wetland name or number£ 

SLOPE WETLANDS 

Water Quality Functions tndicators that the site functions to improve water quality 

S 1.0. Does the site have the potential to improve water quality? 

S 1.1. Characteristics of the average slope of the wetland: (o 1 % slope hos a 1 ft vertical drop in elevation for every 
100 ft of horizontal distance) 
Slope is 1% or less points= 3 

3 Slope is> 1%-2% points= 2 
Slope is > 2%-5% points= 1 
Slope is greater than 5% points= 0 

S 1.2. The soil 2 in below the surface {or duff lal£er) is true clay or true organic (use NRCS definitions): Yes= 3 No= 0 (I) 
S 1.3. Characteristics of the plants in the wetland that trap sediments and pollutants: 

Choose the points appropriate for the description that best fits the plants in the wetland. Dense means you 
have trouble seeing the soil surface {>75% cover), and uncut means not grazed or mowed and plants are higher 
than 6 in. 

� 
Dense, uncut, herbaceous plants> 90% of the wetland area points= 6 
Dense, uncut, herbaceous plants>½ of area points= 3 

I 
Dense, woody, plants>½ of area points= 2 
Dense, uncut, herbaceous plants >¼of area points= 1 
Does not meet any of the criteria above for plants points= 0 

Total for S 1 Add the points in the boxes above 9 
Rating of Site Potential If score is: 12 = H J.LG-11= M -0-5 = L Record the rating on the first page 

S 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the water quality function of the site? 

S 2.1. Is> 10% of the area within 150 ft on the uphill side of the wetland in land uses that generate pollutants? 

I Yes= 1 No= 0 
S 2.2. Are there other sources of pollutants coming into the wetland that are not listed in question S 2.1? 

I Other sources Yes= 1 No=0 

Total for S 2 Add the points in the boxes above L-/ 

Ratin g of Landsca p e Potential If score fs: Vl-2 = M O=L Record the ratin g on the irst o e fi p g 

S 3.0. Is the water quality improvement provided by the site valuable to society? 

S 3.1. Does the wetland discharge directly (i.e., within 1 mi) to a stream, river, lake, or marine water that is on the 

I 303(d) list? Yes= 1 No= 0 

S 3.2. Is the wetland in a basin or sub-basin where water quality is an issue? At least one aquatic resource in the basin is 
I on the 303(d) list. Yes= 1 No= 0 

S 3.3. Has the site been identified in a watershed or local plan as important for maintaining water quality? Answer YES 
l 1f there is o TMDLfor the basin in which unit is found. Yes= 2 No= 0 

Total for S 3 
/ 

Add the points in the boxes above C-f 
Ratin g of Value If score is: V 2-4 = H l=M O=L Record the rotin g on the irlt a e fi p g 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 
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Wetland name or number 

SLOPE WETLANDS 

Hydrologic Functions Indicators that the site functions to reduce flooding and stream erosion 

S 4.0. Does the site have the potentiai to reduce flooding and stream erosion? 

S 4.1. Characteristics of plants that reduce the velocity of surface flows during storrns: Choose the points appropriate 
fol" the description that best tits conditions in the wetland. Stems of plants should be thick enough (usually> 

1
/8 

in), or dense enough, to remain erect during surface flows. 
j Dense, uncut, rigid plants cover> 90% of the area of the wetland points= 1 

All other conditions points= 0 

Rating of Site Potential If score is: ✓1 = M _O = L Record the rating on the first page 

S 5.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the hydrologic functions of the site? 

S 5.1. ls more than 25% of the area within 150 ft upslope of wetland in land uses or cover that generate excess 
surface runoff? Yes= 1 No= O I J

Rating of landscape Potential If score is:-t.,Li = M _O = L Record the rating on the first page 

S 6.0. Are the hydrologic functions provided by the site valuable to society? 

S 6.1. Distance to the nearest areas downstream that have flooding problems: 

The sub-basin immediately down-gradient of site has flooding problems that result in damage to human or 
natural resources (e.g., houses or salmon redds) points= 2 

2 Surface flooding problems are in a sub-basin farther down-gradient points= 1 
No flooding problems anywhere downstream points= 0 

S 6.2. Has the site been identified as important for flood storage or flood conveyance in a regional flood control plan? 

cp Yes= 2 No =O 

Total for S 6 Add the points in the boxes above c 
Rating of Value If score i5\,.L2-4 = H _1 = M _O = L Record the rating on the first page 

NOTES and FIELD OBSERVATIONS: 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January l, LU15 
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Wetland name or number£ 

These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes. 

HABITAT FUNCTIONS - Indicators that site functions to provide important habitat 

H 1.0. Does the site have the potential to provide habitat? 

H 1.1. Structure of plant community: Indicators ore Cowardin classes and strata within the Forested class. Check the 
Cowardin plant classes in the wetland. Up to 10 patches may be combined for each class to meet the threshold

of¼ ac or more than 10% of the unit if it is smaller than 2.5 oc. Add the number of structures checked. 

Aquatic bed 4 structures or more: points= 4 
/Emergent 3 structures: points= 2 

__ Scrub-shrub (areas where shrubs have> 30% cover) 
_LForested (areas where trees have > 30% cover) 

if the unit hos o Forested class, check if:

2 structures: points = 1 
1 structure: points= 0 

__ The Forested class has 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous, moss/ground-cover) 
that each cover 20% within the Forested polygon 

H 1.2. Hydroperiods 
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water regime has to cover 
more than 10% of the wetland or¼ ac to count (see text for descriptions of hydroperiods).

__ Permanently flooded or inundated 4 or more types present: points= 3 
....., Seasonally flooded or inundated 3 types present: points= 2 

__ Occasionally flooded or inundated 2 types present: points= 1 
�Saturated only 1 type present: points = 0 
_0ermanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland 
_1_Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland 

( ... 1.L_Lake Fringe wetland'\ Z points 
__ Freshwater tidal wetf and Z points 

H 1.3. Richness of plant species 
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 ft 2. 
Different patches of the some species con be combined to meet the size threshold and you do not have to name

the species. Da nat include Eurasian mil/ail, reed canarygrass, purple laasestrife, Canadian thistle 

If you counted: > 19 species 
5 - 19 species 
< 5 species 

H 1.4. Interspersion of habitats 

points= 2 
points= 1 
points = 0 

Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion among Cowardin plants classes (described in H 1.1), or 
the classes and unvegetated areas (can include open water or mudflats) is high, moderate, low, or none. if you

hove four or more plant classes or three classes and open water, the rating is always high. 

C) 
None= 0 points

All three diagrams 
in this row 
are HIGH = 3points

0 

Low= 1 point

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
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Wetland name or number 

H 1.5. Special habitat features: 

,,_ 

Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the number of points.
_L'Large, downed, woody debris within the wetl,md (> 4 in diameter and 6 ft long). 
__ Standing snags (dbh > 4 in) within the wetland 
__ Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 ft (2 m) and/or overhanging plants extends at least 3.3 ft (1 m) 

over a stream (or ditch) in, or contiguous with the wetland, for at least 33 ft (10 m) 
V Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver or muskrat for denning (> 30 degree 

slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present (cut shrubs or trees that have not yet weathered
where wood is exposed) 

V At least¼ ac of thin-stemmed persistent plants or woody branches are present in areas that are 
permanently or seasonally inundated (structures for egg-laying by amphibians)

__ Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in every stratum of plants (see H 1.1 for list of
strata) 

Total for H 1 Add the points in the boxes above 

3 

II 
Rating of Site Potential If score is. __ 15-18 = H V 7-14 = M __ 0-6 = L Record the rating on the first page 

H 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the habitat functions of the site? 

H 2.1. Accessible habitat (include only habitat that directly abuts wetland unit).
Calculate: % undisturbed habitat_+[(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2] __ = % 
If total accessible habitat is: 

> 1/3 (33.3%) of 1 km Polygon points= 3 

�20-33% of 1 km Polygon points= 2 
10-19% of 1 km Polygon points= 1 

I < 10% of 1 km Polygon points= 0 
H 2.2. Undisturbed habitat in 1 km Polygon around the wetland. 

Calculate: % undisturbed habitat_+[(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2] __ = % 
Undisturbed habitat > 50% of Polygon points= 3 I Undisturbed habitat 10-50% and in 1-3 patches points= 2 
Undisturbed habitat 10-50% and> 3 patches points= 1 
Undisturbed habitat< 10% of 1 km Polygon points= 0 

H 2.3. Land use intensity in 1 km Polygon: If 
- '""'

> SO% of 1 km Polygon is high intensity land use points= (- 2) -l,:5 50% of 1 km Polygon is high intensity points= 0 
Total for H 2 Add the points in the boxes above (I__)

Ratin g of Landsca e Potential If score is: p 4-6 = H 1-3= M V<l=L Record the ratin g on the irst\ a e Ji p g 

H 3.0. Is the habitat provided by the site valuable to society? 

H 3.1. Does the site provide habitat for species valued in laws, regulations, or policies? Choose only the highest score
that applies to the wetland being rated. 

�neets ANY of the following criteria: points= 2 
- It has 3 or more priority habitats within 100 m (see next page)

z
- It provides habitat for Threatened or Endangered species (any plant or animal on the state or federal lists)
- It is mapped as a location for an individual WDFW priority species
- It is a Wetland of High Conservation Value as determined by the Department of l\latural Resources
- It has been categorized as an important habitat site in a local or regional comprehensive plan, in a

Shoreline Master Plan, or in a watershed plan
Site has 1 or 2 priority habitats (listed on next page) within 100 m points= 1 

Site does not meet anv of the criteria above ooints = 0 
Rating of Value If score is·-1!.2 = H --l=M O=L Record the rating on the first page 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Kating Form - t:tlective January 1, 2015 
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Wetland name or number _6_ 

WDFW Priority Habitats 

Priority habitats listed by WDFW (see complete descriptions ofWDFW priority habitats, and the counties in which they can 
be found, in: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2008. Priority Habitat and Species List. Olympia, Washington. 
177 pp. http.{bvfJnY - t7 y /_ _uJ;v:ca..t.)pns {QQl.5.., ·1 '! df1,,&Q i_s5,�df or access the list from here: 
htrc.[1 �eiv�)(:,!il ovin;_rrsgrv_;,u nl,011 lh;i_tL) 

Count how many of the following priority habitats are within 330 ft (100 m) of the wetland unit: NOTE: This question is 

independent of the land use between the wetland unit and the priority habitat. 

Aspen Stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen greater than 1 ac (0.4 ha). 

Biodiversity Areas and Corridors: Areas of habitat that are relatively important to various species of native fish and 
wildlife [Juli descriptions in WDFW PHS report). 

Herbaceous Balds: Variable size patches of grass and forbs on shallow soils over bedrock. 

Old-growth/Mature forests: Oki-growth west of Cascade crest - Stands of at least 2 tree species, forming a multi­
layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 8 trees/ac (20 trees/ha )> 32 in (81 cm) dbh or> 200 
years of age. Mature forests - Stands with average diameters exceeding 21 in (53 cm) dbh; crown cover may be less 
than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and quantity of large downed material is generally less than that 
found in old-growth; 80-200 years old west of the Cascade crest. 

Oregon White Oak: Woodland stands of pure oak or oak/conifer associations where canopy coverage of the oak 
component is important [full descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 158 - see web link above). 

Riparian: The area adjacent to aquatic systems with flowing water that contains elements of both aquatic and 
terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence each other. 

Westside Prairies: Herbaceous, non-forested plant communities that can either take the form of a dry prairie or a wet 
prairie (Ju// descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 161 - see web link above). 

lnstream: The combination of physical, biological, and chemical processes and conditions that interact to provide 
functional life history requirements for instream fish and wildlife resources. 

Nearshore: Relatively undisturbed nearshore habitats. These include Coastal Nearshore, Open Coast Nearshore, and 
Puget Sound Nearshore. (full descriptions of habitats and the definition of relatively undisturbed are in WDFW report -
see web link on previous page). 

Caves: A naturally occurring cavity, recess, void, or system of interconnected passages under the earth in soils, rock, 
ice, or other geological formations and is large enough to contain a human. 

Cliffs: Greater than 25 ft (7.6 m) high and occurring below 5000 ft elevation. 

Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble ranging in average size 0.5 - 6.5 ft (0.15 - 2.0 m), composed of basalt. andesite, 
and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap slides and mine tailings. May be associated with cliffs. 

Snags and Logs: Trees are considered snags if they are dead or dying and exhibit sufficient decay characteristics to 
enable cavity excavation/use by wildlife. Priority snags have a diameter at breast height of> 20 in (51 cm) in western 
Washington and are> 6.5 ft (2 m) in height. Priority logs are> 12 in (30 cm) in diameter at the largest end, and> 20 ft 
(6 m) long. 

Note: All vegetated wetlands are by definition a priority habitat but are not included in this list because they are addressed 
elsewhere. 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 
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Wetland name or number 

CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Wetland Type 

Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Circle the category when the appropriate criteria are met. 

SC 1.0. Estuarine wetlands 

Does the wetland meet the following criteria tor Estuarine wetlands? 

- The dominant water regime is tidal,

- Vegetated, and

- With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt Yes -Go to SC 1.1 No= Not an estuarine wetland 

SC 1.1. Is the wetland within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park, National Estuary Reserve, Natural Area 
Preserve, State Park or Educational, Environmental, or SciP.ntific: Reserve designated under WAC 332-30-151? 

Yes = Category I No - Go to SC 1.2 

SC 1.2. Is the wetland unit at least 1 ac in size and meets at least two of the following three conditions? 

- The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling, cultivation, grazing, and has less
than 10% cover of non-native plant species. (If non-native species are Spartina, see page 25)

-At least¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un-
movJed grassland.

- The wetland has at least two of the following features: tidal channels, depressions with open water, or
contiguous freshwater wetlands. Yes= Category I No= Category ii 

SC 2.0. Wetlands of High Conservation Value (WHCV) 

SC 2.1. Has the WA Department of Natural Resources updated their website to include the list of Wetlands of High 
Conservation Value? Yes - Go to SC 2.2 No - Go to SC 2.3

SC 2.2. Is the wetland listed on the WDNR database as a Wetland of High Conservation Value? 

Yes = Category I No = Not a WHCV 

SC 2.3. is the wetland in a Section/Township/Range that contains a Natural Heritage wetland? 
hn0/,\�ww1..:inr .. .Na�v/nho/c2ftiefil\idai:asearch/1!l[!Jh'LW�ands.odf 

Yes - Contact WNHP/WDNR and go to SC 2.4 No = Not a WHCV 

SC 2.4. Has WDNR identified the wetland within the S/T/R as a Wetland of High Conservation Value and listed it on 
their website? Yes= Category I No= Not a WHCV 

SC 3.0. Bogs 

Does the wetland (or any part of the unit) meet both the criteria for soils and vegetation in bogs? Use the key 

SC 3.1. Does an area within the wetland unit have organic soil horizons, either peats or mucks, that compose 16 in or 
more of the first 32 in of the soil profile? Yes - Go to SC 3.3 No - Go to SC 3.2 

SC 3.2. Does an area within the wetland unit have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are less than 16 in deep 
over bedrock, or an impermeable hardpan such as clay or volcanic ash, or that are floating on top of a lake or 
pond? Yes - Go to SC 3.3 No = Is not a bog 

SC 3.3. Does an area with peats or mucks have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level, AND at least a 30% 
cover of plant specie� li�Leu in Tdule 47 Yes= is a Category i bog No - Go to SC 3.4 

NOTE: If you are uncertain about the extent of mosses in the understory, you may substitute that criterion by 
measuring the pH of the water that seeps into a hole dug at ieast i6 in deep. if the pH is iess than 5.0 and the 

Category 

Cat. I 

Cat. I 

Cat. II 

Cat. I 

plant species in Table 4 are present, the wetland is a bog. Cat. I 

SC 3.4. Is an area with peats or mucks forested(> 30% cover) with Sitka spruce, subalpine fir, western red cedar, 
western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen, Engelmann spruce, or western white pine, AND any of the 
species (or combination of species) listed 1n Table 4 provide more than 30% of the cover under the canopy? 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

Yes = Is a Category I bog No = Is not a bog 
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Wetland name or number� 

SC 4.0. Forested Wetlands 

Does the wetland have at least 1 contiguous acre of forest that meets one of these criteria for the WA 

Department of Fish and Wildlife's forests as priority habitats? If you answer YES you will still need to rate 

the wetland based on its functions. 

- Old-growth forests (west of Cascade crest): Stands of at least two tree species, forming a multi-layered

canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 8 trees/ac (20 trees/ha) that are at least 200 years of

age OR have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 32 in (81 cm) or more.

- Mature forests (west of the Cascade Crest): Stands where the largest trees are 80- 200 years old OR the

species that make up the canopy have an average diameter (dbh) exceeding 21 in (53 cm).

Yes= Category I No = Not a forested wetland for this section 

SC 5.0. Wetlands in Coastal lagoons 

Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria of a wetland in a coastal lagoon? 

- The wetland lies in a depression adjacent to marine waters that is wholly or partially separated from

marine waters by sandbanks, gravel banks, shingle, or, less frequently, rocks

- The lagoon in which the wetland is located contains ponded water that is saline or brackish(> 0.5 ppt)

during most of the year in at least a portion of the lagoon (needs to be measured near the bottom)

Yes - Go to SC 5.1 No= Not a wetland in a coastal lagoon 

SC 5.1. Does the wetland meet all of the following three conditions? 

- The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling, cultivation, grazing), and has less

than 20% cover of aggressive, opportunistic plant species (see list of species on p. 100).

- At least¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un­

mowed grassland.

- The wetland is larger than
1
/ 10 ac (4350 ft

2
) 

SC 6.0. lnterdunal Wetlands 

Yes = Category I No = Category II 

Is the wetland west of the 1889 line (also called the Western Boundary of Upland Ownership or WBUO)? If 

you answer yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its habitat functions. 

In practical terms that means the following geographic areas: 

- Long Beach Peninsula: Lands west of SR 103

- Grayland-Westport: Lands west of SR 105

- Ocean Shores-Copalis: Lands west of SR 115 and SR 109

Yes - Go to SC 6.1 No = not an interdunal wetland for rating 

SC 6.1. Is the wetland 1 ac or larger and scores an 8 or 9 for the habitat functions on the form (rates H,H,H or H,H,M 

for the three aspects of function)? Yes= Category I No - Go to SC 6.2 

SC 6.2. Is the wetland 1 ac or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 ac or larger? 

Yes = Category II No - Go to SC 6.3 

SC 6.3. Is the unit between 0.1 and 1 ac, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is between 0.1 and 1 ac? 

Category of wetland based on Special Characteristics 

If you answered No for all types, enter "Not Applicable" on Summary Form 

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form - Effective January 1, 2015 

Yes = Category Ill No = Category IV 
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WPtland name or number 
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PFO -
Forested

PEM -
Emergent

OHWM 
(@ el. 31.76' NAVD88)

Perennial Stream
Adjacent to Unit
(Tibbetts Creek)

Note: Tibbetts Creek is separated from
Wetland E by a berm/spoil pile.
Tibbetts Creek at this location is within
a defined channel below the elevation
of much of the wetland. There are
wetlands adjacent to the stream within
the channel that are not represented
here and that remain separate from
Wetland E hydrologically.

Wetland
E limits
(approx)

L2EM -
Lacustrine
Littoral
Emergent
(Aquatic Bed)

Perennial
Stream
Adjacent to
Unit
(Schneider
Creek)

Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater
Force Main Project

Wetland E Rating - Cover Type
Classifications Figure

15
0'

-1
"



Hyla Crossing - Wetland E - 303(d) Waters Figure

Project Site



48.63 ac

98.67 ac

188.78 ac

31.78 ac
14.35 ac

13.34 ac

41.09 ac

300.68 ac

LEGEND
Blue  = Lake - Disturbed
Red = Relatively Undisturbed
Yellow  = High Intensity Land Use

Hyla Crossing - Wetland E - 1km Land Use Figure



Hyla Crossing - Wetland E - TMDLs within WRIA 8 Figure

Project Site
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ATTACHMENT 2 
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Know what's below.
Call before you dig.

W1.0
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PROJECT
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DESIGN TEAM

PRINCIPAL

PROJECT MANAGER

PROJECT ARCHITECT
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CHECKED BY
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SHEET TITLE
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ISSUE DATE
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4/12/2021
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No. DATE DESCRIPTION

1601 5th Avenue, Suite 1600
Seattle, WA 98101
206.622.5822
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1 10/3/2019 30% CD

EP, AO

BS

FH

EP

EP
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5 4/12/2022 ASDP/SSDP/SV



Know what's below.
Call before you dig.

W2.0

SITE PLAN,
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MITIGATION

OVERVIEW PLAN

PROJECT

OWNER
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DESIGN TEAM

PRINCIPAL

PROJECT MANAGER

PROJECT ARCHITECT

DRAWN BY

CHECKED BY
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Know what's below.
Call before you dig.
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SITE PLAN,
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MITIGATION

OVERVIEW PLAN

PROJECT

OWNER

PROFESSIONAL SEAL

DESIGN TEAM

PRINCIPAL

PROJECT MANAGER

PROJECT ARCHITECT

DRAWN BY

CHECKED BY

DRAWING SET DESCRIPTION
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Know what's below.
Call before you dig.
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PROJECT
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Call before you dig.

W3.1
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Know what's below.
Call before you dig.
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Call before you dig.
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Know what's below.
Call before you dig.
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Bond Quantity Worksheet 

 



                                 Department of Permitting 

and

                    Environmental Review

         35030 SE Douglas Str, Suite 210

Snoqualmie, WA 98065-9266

206-296-6600  TTY Relay: 711

Date: 15-Apr-22 Prepared by: 

Project Number:

Applicant: Phone:

PLANT MATERIALS (includes labor cost for 

plant installation)

Type  Unit Price Unit Quantity  Cost 

PLANTS:  Potted, 4" diameter, medium $5.00 Each 7455.00  $                     37,275.00 

PLANTS: Container, 1 gallon, medium soil $11.50 Each 1345.00  $                     15,467.50 

PLANTS: Container, 2 gallon, medium soil $20.00 Each 422.00  $                       8,440.00 

PLANTS:  Container, 5 gallon, medium soil $36.00 Each  $                                 -   

PLANTS:  Seeding, by hand $0.50 SY  $                                 -   

PLANTS:  Slips (willow, red-osier) $2.00 Each  $                                 -   

PLANTS:  Stakes (willow) $2.00 Each 1723.00  $                       3,446.00 

PLANTS:  Stakes (willow) $2.00 Each  $                                 -   

PLANTS:  Flats/plugs $2.00 Each  $                                 -   

TOTAL  $                     64,628.50 

Type  Unit Price Unit  Cost 

Compost, vegetable, delivered and spread $37.88 CY 90.00  $                       3,409.20 

Decompacting till/hardpan, medium, to 6" depth $1.57 CY  $                                 -   

Decompacting till/hardpan, medium, to 12" depth $1.57 CY  $                                 -   

Hydroseeding $0.51 SY  $                                 -   

Labor, general (landscaping other than plant installation) $40.00 HR  $                                 -   

Labor, general  (construction) $40.00 HR  $                                 -   

Labor: Consultant, supervising $55.00 HR  $                                 -   

Labor: Consultant, on-site re-design $95.00 HR  $                                 -   

Rental of decompacting machinery & operator $70.00 HR  $                                 -   

Sand, coarse builder's, delivered and spread $42.00 CY  $                                 -   

Staking material (set per tree) $7.00 Each 112.00  $                          784.00 

Surveying, line & grade $250.00 HR  $                                 -   

Surveying, topographical $250.00 HR  $                                 -   

Watering, 1" of water, 50' soaker hose $3.62 MSF  $                                 -   

Irrigation - temporary $3,000.00 Acre 1.56  $                       4,680.00 

Irrigation - buried $4,500.00 Acre  $                                 -   

Tilling topsoil, disk harrow, 20hp tractor, 4"-6" deep $1.02 SY  $                                 -   

TOTAL  $                       8,873.20 

ITEMS  Unit Cost Unit  Cost 

Fascines (willow)  $                   2.00 Each  $                                 -   

Logs, (cedar), w/ root wads, 16"-24" diam., 30' long $1,000.00 Each  $                                 -   

Logs (cedar) w/o root wads, 16"-24" diam., 30' $400.00 Each  $                                 -   

Logs, w/o root wads, 16"-24" diam., 30' long $245.00 Each  $                                 -   

Logs w/ root wads, 16"-24" diam., 30' long $460.00 Each  $                                 -   

Rocks, one-man $60.00 Each  $                                 -   

Rocks, two-man $120.00 Each  $                                 -   

Root wads $163.00 Each  $                                 -   

Spawning gravel, type A $22.00 CY  $                                 -   

Weir - log $1,500.00 Each  $                                 -   

Weir - adjustable $2,000.00 Each  $                                 -   

Woody debris, large $163.00 Each  $                                 -   

Snags - anchored $400.00 Each  $                                 -   

Snags - on site $50.00 Each  $                                 -   

Snags - imported $800.00 Each  $                                 -   

* All costs include delivery and installation TOTAL  $                                 -   

EROSION CONTROL

ITEMS  Unit Cost Unit  Cost 

Backfill and Compaction-embankment  $                   4.89 CY  $                                 -   

Crushed surfacing, 1 1/4" minus $30.00 CY  $                                 -   

Ditching $7.03 CY  $                                 -   

Excavation, bulk $4.00 CY  $                                 -   

Fence, silt $1.60 LF  $                                 -   

Jute Mesh $1.26 SY  $                                 -   

Mulch, by hand, straw, 2" deep $1.27 SY  $                                 -   

Mulch, by hand, wood chips, 2" deep $3.25 SY 39179.00  $                   127,331.75 

Mulch, by machine, straw, 1" deep $0.32 SY  $                                 -   

Piping, temporary, CPP, 6" $9.30 LF  $                                 -   

Piping, temporary, CPP, 8" $14.00 LF  $                                 -   

Piping, temporary, CPP, 12" $18.00 LF  $                                 -   

Plastic covering, 6mm thick, sandbagged $2.00 SY  $                                 -   

Rip Rap, machine placed, slopes $33.98 CY  $                                 -   

Rock Constr. Entrance 100'x15'x1' $3,000.00 Each  $                                 -   

Rock Constr. Entrance 50'x15'x1' $1,500.00 Each  $                                 -   

Sediment pond riser assembly $1,695.11 Each  $                                 -   

Sediment trap, 5' high berm $15.57 LF  $                                 -   

Sediment trap, 5' high berm w/spillway incl. riprap $59.60 LF  $                                 -   

Sodding, 1" deep, level ground $5.24 SY  $                                 -   

Sodding, 1" deep, sloped ground $6.48 SY  $                                 -   

Straw bales, place and remove $600.00 TON  $                                 -   

Hauling and disposal $20.00 CY  $                                 -   

Topsoil, delivered and spread $35.73 CY 479.00  $                     17,114.67 

TOTAL  $                   144,446.42 

Critical Areas Mitigation C24  09/09/2015

Bond Quantity Worksheet ls-wks-sensareaBQ.xls

ls-wks-sensareaBQ.pdf

Project Name:               Hyla Crossing                            Wet.land, LLC

Project Description: Restoration of Temporary impacts

Location: Issaquah

 Description 

INSTALLATION COSTS ( LABOR, EQUIPMENT, & OVERHEAD)

3" compost

HABITAT STRUCTURES*



GENERAL ITEMS

ITEMS  Unit Cost Unit  Cost 

Fencing, chain link, 6' high $18.89 LF  $                                 -   

Fencing, chain link, corner posts $111.17 Each  $                                 -   

Fencing, chain link, gate $277.63 Each  $                                 -   

Fencing, split rail, 3' high (2-rail) $10.54 LF 902.00  $                       9,507.08 

Fencing, temporary (NGPE) $1.20 LF  $                                 -   

Signs, sensitive area boundary (inc. backing, post, install) $28.50 Each 9.00  $                          256.50 

TOTAL  $                       9,763.58 

 $                   227,711.70 

ITEMS

 Percentage of 

Construction Cost 

Unit  Cost 

Mobilization 10% 1  $                     22,771.17 

Contingency 30% 1  $                     68,313.51 

TOTAL  $                     91,084.68 

MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING

Maintenance, annual (by owner or consultant)

Less than 1,000 sq.ft. and buffer mitigation only
 $                   1.08 SF  $                                 -   

Less than 1,000 sq.ft. with wetland or aquatic area 

mitigation  $                   1.35 SF  $                                 -   

Larger than 1,000 sq. ft. but less than 5,000 sq.ft. of buffer 

mitigation  $               180.00 EACH  $                                 -   

Larger than 1,000 sq. ft. but less than 5,000 sq.ft. of 

wetland or aquatic area mitigation  $               270.00 EACH  $                                 -   

Larger than 5,000 sq.ft. but < 1 acre -buffer mitigation only
 $               360.00 EACH  $                                 -   

Larger than 5,000 sq.ft. but < 1 acre with wetland or aquatic 

area mitigation  $               450.00 EACH  $                                 -   

Larger than 1 acre but < 5 acres - buffer and / or wetland or 

aquatic area mitigation  $            1,600.00 DAY 20.00  $                     32,000.00 

Larger than 5 acres - buffer and / or wetland or aquatic area 

mitigation  $            2,000.00 DAY  $                                 -   

Monitoring, annual (by owner or consultant)

Larger than 1,000 sq.ft. but less than 5,000 wetland or 

buffer mitigation  $               720.00 EACH  $                                 -   

Larger than 5,000 sq.ft. but < 1 acre with wetland or aquatic 

area impacts  $               900.00 EACH  $                                 -   

Larger than 1 acre but < 5 acres - buffer and / or wetland or 

aquatic area impacts  $            1,440.00 DAY 20.00  $                     28,800.00 

Larger than5 acres - buffer and / or wetland or aquatic area 

impacts  $            2,160.00 DAY  $                                 -   

TOTAL  $                     60,800.00 

Total $379,596.38

100x97; perimeter

1 per 50'

OTHER  (Construction Cost Subtotal) 

NOTE:  Projects with multiple permit requirements may be required to have longer 

monitoring and maintenance terms.  This will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis 

for development applications.  Monitoring and maintance ranges may be assessed 

anywhere from 5 to 10 years.  

(3 X SF total for 3 annual events; 

Includes monitoring)

(3 X SF total for 3 annual events; 

Includes monitoring)

(4hr @$45/hr)

(6hr @$45/hr)

(8 hrs @ 45/hr)

(10 hrs @ $45/hr)

(WEC crew)

(1.25 X WEC crew)

(8 hrs @ 90/hr)

(10 hrs @ $90/hr)

(16 hrs @ $90/hr)

(24 hrs @ $90/hr)
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ATTACHMENT 4 

        Exhibit D-2, Section 3.0, Appendix D Community Spaces of the DA 
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 Exhibit D-2  Tibbetts Creek Trail 
 

 
 

Note:  the Tibbetts Creek Trail is envisioned to be a combination of Multi-Use Trail (Appendix E, 
Section 5.3) and Critical Area Trail (Appendix E, Section 5.1).  The exact design of the trail will be 
determined through the permitting of the facilities.  Of the three Potential Creek Crossings, at least 
one crossing will be a connection to Newport and allow for bicycles as described in Appendix D, 
Section 3.B.  The other  
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ATTACHMENT 5 

Section 5.1 of Appendix E Circulation Standards of the DA 
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5.1 Critical Areas Trail 

Desired Function: 
Pedestrian High Bicycle None Building Main 

Entry 
None 

Vehicle None Fire None Transit None 
Freight None Service None   
 
Facility Corridor 

Width * 
Sidewalk 
/ Tread 
Width 

Vehicular 
Pavement 

Width 

Number 
of 

Lanes 

Bike 
Lane 

On-
street 

Parking 

Land-
scape 

Comments 

Critical 
Areas 
Trail 

13 ft 5 ft None NA None No 4 ft 
border 
ea. side 

Border 
compatible with 
existing buffer 
vegetation. 

* Note:  Corridor Width is the total sum of the elements. The dimensions of the elements shall not be increased 
or decreased except with the approval of the Designated Official and the Designated Official will determined if 
an Administrative Modification is necessary.  Only pedestrian, bicycle or landscape elements should be 
increased. 

Critical Area Trails are non-motorized trails used in Critical Area Buffers and provide 
connectivity, recreational, educational opportunities.  The tread anticipates a trail that will 
have a high level of pedestrian use, but it is too narrow for bicycle use. The primarily soft 
surface trail offers controlled access to critical areas.  In addition, overlooks and similar 
gathering spots may be provided to accommodate vistas and other unique opportunities.   

 



 

750 Sixth Street South | Kirkland, WA 98033 
P 425.822.5242 | f 425.827.8136 | w ater she dc o .c om  

July 27, 2022 

Doug Yormick 
Assistant Planner, City of Issaquah 
PO Box 1307  
1775 12th Ave NW 
Issaquah, WA 98027 

Re:  Rowley Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge ASDP20-00005, 
Wetland and Stream Delineation and Mitigation,  2nd Peer Review 

The Watershed Company Reference Number: 190320.16 

Dear Doug: 

This letter represents our second peer review of the wetland and stream delineation study and 
associated proposed mitigation for the above-referenced project. Previous peer review 
comments were provided in the Rowly Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharge ASDP20-00005 
Wetland and Stream Delineation and Mitigation Peer Review (The Watershed Company. 6/10/21) 
(TWC Peer Review). In response to the TWC Peer Review, the applicant provided the following 
revised/supplemental documents: 

• Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Project, Issaquah, Washington Response to 
Comments (Wet.Land, LLC. 4/15/2022) (Comment Response Letter) 

• Critical Areas Report & Mitigation Plan Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Project 
Issaquah, Washington (Talasaea Consultants, Inc. Revised 4/15/2022) (Revised CAR) 

Peer  Rev iew Comment Summary 
The TWC Peer Review recommendations from the June 2021 letter are below in italics, followed 
by current comments: 

1. Prepare the required wetland rating form figures for Wetland E. 

Exhibit 8

https://www.watershedco.com/
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Yormick, D., City of Issaquah 

July 27, 2022 
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Additional Comments: A new wetland rating form and accompanying figures have 
been prepared for Wetland E. A new hydrogeomorphic classification has been 
determined for Wetland E (lake-fringe), and as a result, the updated rating has been 
determined to be a Category I with a habitat score of eight points. The revised rating 
requires a standard buffer width of 225 feet. This comment has been sufficiently 
addressed. We have no additional comments regarding the wetland classification.  

2. Address the wetland rating inconsistencies discussed under the Wetland Classification section 
above; revise the wetland classification accordingly.  

Additional Comments: Given the revised hydrogeomorphic classification and wetland 
rating, the rating form inconsistencies have been sufficiently addressed or are no longer 
applicable. We have no additional comments. 

3. Revise the Plant Density Tables and Plant Schedule on Sheet W3.3 to be consistent with each 
other. Verify the correct plant quantities based on the proposed plant spacing.  

Additional Comments: The applicant has clarified that “groundcover” plants include 
grass seed mix being applied in Zones 1 and 2. The “2’ O.C.” spacing would not apply to 
grass seed as depicted. However, given the explanation, it is apparent that the “2’ O.C.” 
descriptor is a minor error; the seed mix application rate is specified elsewhere. All 
remaining inconsistencies between the plant density tables and the plant schedule have 
been resolved. We have no additional comments. 

4. Clarify the Plant Communities Legend on Sheet W3.3 to accurately depict where the Zone 4 
willow stakes will be placed. 

Additional Comments: This comment has been sufficiently addressed. We have no 
additional comments. 

5. Confirm that all plant species installed beneath the power lines will not exceed the maximum 
allowed height per the utility agency.  

Additional Comments: This comment has been sufficiently addressed. Species that 
regularly exceed 25 feet in height have been removed from beneath the power lines. We 
have no additional comments. 

6. Provide performance standards for all on-site restoration/enhancement areas. 
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Additional Comments: The mitigation plan includes objectives and performance 
standards for wetland hydrology, native species diversity and cover, and invasive 
species cover.  

Performance Standard B3 states: “Coverage of herbaceous vegetation within the designated 
areas where no woody vegetation has also been planted shall be at least 30% by the end of Year 1, 
50% by the end of Year 5, and 65% by the end of Years 5, 7, and 10. This performance standard 
does not apply where shrub or forest is the targeted cover type. Areas where only herbaceous 
vegetation is proposed are scheduled to be revegetated with native grass seed, which 
should establish more quickly and densely than the performance standard requires. We 
recommend modifying this performance standard to require 50 percent coverage after 
Year 1, 75 percent coverage after Year 5, and 90 percent coverage after Years 5, 7, and 10. 

Performance Standard B4 states: “Total percent areal woody plant coverage must be at least 
35% by the end of Year 4, 50% by the end of Year 5, 55% by the end of Year 7, and 65% by the 
end of Year 10.” Given the density of the proposed plantings, and in accordance with 
typical performance standards approved in the City of Issaquah, we recommend higher 
targeted native woody cover. We recommend modifying this performance standard to 
require 60 percent coverage by the end of Year 5 and 80 percent coverage by the end of 
Year 10.  

7. Provide a contingency plan for the on-site mitigation. 

Additional Comments: This comment has been sufficiently addressed. We have no 
further comments.  

8. Prepare a bond quantity worksheet in accordance with IMC 18.10.810 and Development 
Agreement Appendix J 13.0. 

Additional Comments: The applicant has provided a bond quantity worksheet (BQW). 
The BQW includes all the required elements. However, since the applicant used the 
King County BQW, a 30 percent contingency is included. Under IMC 18.10.490.D, a 
performance surety of 150 percent of the mitigation cost is required. Additionally, the 
amount of woodchip mulch appears to be erroneous. The BQW includes mulch for a 
total area of 39,179 square yards, which substantially exceeds the total restoration area. 
The BQW should be revised to incorporate these changes. 

9. Provide additional buffer areas for the maintenance access point within the Wetland E buffer. 
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Additional Comments: Since the applicant does not maintain control over areas where 
the buffer could be expanded, the applicant is proposing to purchase additional buffer 
credits from the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank to mitigate for this impact. We agree that 
this is a reasonable approach and will ensure no net loss of buffer function. We have no 
additional comments. 

10. Provide additional buffer or mitigation for the proposed trail in the Tibbetts Creek buffer. 

Additional Comments: The applicant has clarified that the proposed trail in the Tibbetts 
Creek buffer is included in the Development Agreement and is, therefore, an allowed 
use that does not require additional mitigation. We agree that the trail is allowed within 
the buffer. However, additional mitigation is required to maintain consistency with the 
Development Agreement (See Comment 11 below). 

11. Remove the proposed trail from the Northern Enhancement Area square footage calculations. 
Additional buffer restoration may be required to maintain consistency with the Development 
Agreement Appendix J 7.0.B.1.b.3.  

Additional Comments: Per the Development Agreement, a total of 0.6 acres of (26,136 
square feet) of stream buffer is to be enhanced. The applicant proposes to enhance 26,154 
square feet of the Tibbetts Creek buffer in accordance with this requirement. However, 
the unvegetated trail is located within the proposed enhancement area and is included 
in the 26,154-square-foot area calculation. The trail, while allowed in the buffer per the 
Development Agreement, cannot be quantified as part of the required 0.6 acres of 
Tibbetts Creek buffer enhancement. In order to achieve the required 0.6 acres of 
restoration, the trail must be excluded from the total enhancement area calculations; 
relocated outside of the buffer enhancement area; and/or offset with additional riparian 
buffer enhancement that is equal to or greater than the area of the trail. 

12. Note that the project as designed will require a shoreline variance. 

Additional Comments: The applicant has submitted for a shoreline variance, which is 
under review by the City of Issaquah. We have no further comments. 

The applicant proposes mitigating permanent wetland and buffer loss through the purchase of 
mitigation bank credits from the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank. Use of an approved mitigation 
bank for unavoidable wetland impacts is allowed under IMC 18.10.720.I. With the revision of 
Wetland E to a Category I wetland, the credit to impact ratio for wetland impacts is determined 
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on a case-by-case basis. The applicant has proposed a ratio of 1.5:1 and is in negotiations with 
the Interagency Review Team (IRT) to determine if the ratio and the resulting total of  0.0288 
credits (for wetland and buffer impacts) is sufficient. The IRT is the appropriate authority for 
determining the final mitigation ratio, and we recommend the City of Issaquah defer to their 
determination. 

Re comm endat ions  
1. Revise Performance Standard B3 to require 50 percent coverage after Year 1, 75 percent 

coverage after Year 5, and 90 percent coverage after Years 5, 7, and 10. 

2. Revise Performance Standard B4 to require 60 percent coverage by the end of Year 5 and 
80 percent coverage by the end of Year 10. 

3. Revise the BQW to include a contingency of 50 percent, such that the total performance 
surety equals 150 percent of the cost of the mitigation and maintenance. 

4. Verify the amount of woodchip mulch that will be placed in the mitigation area and 
revise the BQW accordingly. 

5. Exclude the area of the pedestrian trail from the required/proposed 0.6 acres of Tibbetts 
Creek riparian restoration. A minimum of 0.6 acres of restoration must be achieved 
without including the area of the trail. The trail may be relocated outside of the required 
riparian restoration area or additional restoration may be provided to offset the area of 
the trail.  

6. The City should complete a final review of the proposed mitigation bank use plan for 
compliance with IMC once the IRT has determined the appropriate mitigation ratio. 

Please call if you have any questions or if we can provide you with any additional information. 

Sincerely,  

 
Ryan Kahlo, PWS 
Senior Ecologist 



 

 
 
June 8, 2022 
 
 
Doug Yormick 
Associate Environmental Planner 
City of Issaquah Department of Planning and Development 
PO Box 1307 
Issaquah, WA 98027 
 
Subject: Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge 
 Lake Sammamish Level Study 
 
Dear Doug: 
 
Based on public comment during the City’s requested neighborhood environmental review (post 
Planned Action Ordinance and associated Project level SEPA MDNS) over the Hyla Crossing 
Pumped Stormwater Discharge (Project) near shore outfall to Lake Sammamish, the city requested 
Rowley Properties to study the Project’s effect on Lake Sammamish’s water level.  Attached to this 
letter is the requested analysis by West Consultants, Inc., a respected local hydrologic and water 
resources engineering firm. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
Currently, the majority of stormwater runoff from approximately 48 acres of Hyla Crossing is 
conveyed mostly un-detained via catch basins and pipes to Tibbetts Creek via existing outfalls and 
the WSDOT I-90 East-Bound ditch.  During the preparation of the Hyla Crossing Master 
Development Agreement, it was determined that traditional buried or surface storm detention was 
infeasible due to the extremely poor soils and high groundwater table.  The solution documented in 
the Master Development Agreement and approved by a Final SEPA Mitigated Determination of 
Non-Significance was to pump the equivalent of the storm detention requirement to Lake 
Sammamish.  In essence, the proposed pump station is a substitute for a typical storm detention 
system. 
 
The Project did consider traditional detention onsite with discharges only to Tibbetts Creek.  The 
detention vault required to achieve the same hydraulic performance as the pump station would 
contain approximately 558,000-cubic feet of storage.  The excavation for this vault would be 
approximately 20-feet deep to allow gravity flow from upstream storm drain systems.  Given the 
high groundwater table on the site, the uplift pressures on this large of a structure at ±20-foot depth 
would be infeasibly high to resist with traditional structural methods.  Vertical soil anchors were 
considered to resist uplift on the vault floor; however, the peat soils make those infeasible as well.   
 
Attached appendix contains exhibits that visually explain the scope of the Project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

 
The City of Issaquah drainage manual, as well as all other Western Washington drainage manuals, 
designate Lake Sammamish as a Flow Control Exempt Receiving Water Body.  Essentially, this 
means that the lake and its outfall have sufficient capacity to accept runoff from current and future 
developments within its drainage basin with no significant environmental damage.  This 
designation allows for direct discharge of stormwater to the lake from new development without 
any flow control.  Water quality standards are, of course, still applicable to lake discharges.   
 
Tibbetts Creek is listed as a fish bearing water body and is therefore subject to the Flow Control 
Performance Standard.  This standard is intended to mimic forested or wetland conditions that 
were present prior to original development in which natural land conditions release stormwater 
runoff slower than developed land conditions.  Increased rate of stormwater discharge due to hard 
surface development cause erosion and sedimentation buildup in the stream channel that harms 
fish spawning viability.   
 
The Project proposes to divert the excess stormwater generated from new development from the 
sensitive Tibbetts Creek to the more robust and flow control exempt Lake Sammamish.  Base flows 
to Tibbetts Creek are maintained to preserve its aquatic habitat.  By protecting Tibbetts Creek 
through the diversion of excess flows to Lake Sammamish, the Project is proposing the better 
environmental solution in compliance with the City of Issaquah drainage manual. 
 
 
SUMMARY 

 
The residents along the southern shoreline of Lake Sammamish have realized real impacts to their 
shoreline improvements caused by extreme weather conditions and the way the lake outfall is 
managed.  By bringing this to our attention, we have responded by: 
 

1. Hiring West Consultants to analyze the Project’s contribution to the lake level.  As shown in 
the attached study, the Project’s contribution to lake level is negligible.   
 

2. Engaging King County to better understand the issues associated with the lake basin.  We 
now understand this year King County will be hiring a consultant to perform a 
comprehensive lake study to develop recommendations for improvements and managing 
the lake basin. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Martin F. Chase, PE 
Principal 
 
1800530 
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Technical Memorandum                   

WEST Consultants, Inc.  
12509 Bel-Red Road, Suite 100 

Bellevue, WA 98005-2535 

(425) 646-8806 (office) 

(425) 646-0570 (fax) 

www.westconsultants.com 

 

Date:  June 7, 2022 

To:  Chris Borzio, KPFF 

From: Raymond Walton, PhD, PE, D.WRE 

Subject: Lake Sammamish Impacts from Hyla Crossing Stormwater Discharges 
 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge project is intended to manage flows from a 

future development of 47.7 acres of Commercial Property in Issaquah, Washington.  The project 

proposes to manage on-site stormwater by pumping the predeveloped base flow runoff directly to 

Tibbetts Creek and the equivalent of the storm detention requirement pumped directly to Lake 

Sammamish.  Post-developed overflow runoff exceeding the storm detention requirements would 

gravity flow to Tibbetts Creek similar to a typical storm detention system.  In essence, the proposed 

pump station is a substitute for a typical buried storm detention system.   

Concern has been raised that these discharges to Lake Sammamish will ultimately raise levels in 

Lake Sammamish and negatively alter lakeside structures.  The purpose of this technical 

memorandum is to evaluate these questions below. 

From a hydrologic and hydraulic (H&H) point of view, the two questions to be addressed are: 

1. Will the discharges from the development cause any increase in water surface elevations 

(WSELs) in Lake Sammamish compared to existing conditions, and 

2. Will the pumped discharge to the small cove to the west of where Tibbetts Creek enters 

Lake Sammamish significantly elevate WSELs in the cove, and impact the docks of 

nearby homeowners? 

2. Impacts to Water Levels in Lake Sammamish 

KPFF is evaluating a design concept in which stormwater runoff from the site is split between a 

discharge to Tibbetts Creek that mimics a pre-development condition and discharging excess flow 

to a cove of Lake Sammamish just to the west of where Tibbetts Creek enters Lake Sammamish 

(“Proposed” Condition).  In addition, they are comparing the effects of stormwater detention 

(“Detention” Condition) to the “Proposed” Condition.  In the “Detention” Condition scenario, they 
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considered a vault that would collect and store stormwater and release it to Tibbetts Creek so as 

not to exceed the maximum pre-development discharge.  The concern expressed by some property 

owners is that the stormwater discharges from project site to Lake Sammamish could increase 

water surface elevations (WSELs) in Lake Sammamish. 

 

To evaluate the potential impacts of stormwater discharges on WSELs in Lake Sammamish, KPFF 

provided output from a hydrologic model run for a 60-year period for “Existing”, “Proposed”, and 

“Detention” conditions.  The results were provided as hourly discharges.  Table 1 lists the average 

stormwater discharge for each condition modeled.  The table also lists the maximum difference in 

hourly discharges compared to “Existing” conditions.  This would be the upper limit of any 

increase in flow that might be seen at the outlet weir at the north end of Lake Sammamish. 

Table 1.  Average Stormwater Discharges 

Condition Average 

Stormwater 

Discharge 

Maximum Hourly 

Discharge (date) 

Maximum Increase 

in Hourly Discharge 

Maximum Increase 

in 24-hour running 

average discharges 

Existing 0.23 cfs 33.9 cfs (11/4/1998)   

Proposed1 0.22 cfs 31.8 cfs (11/4/1998) 0.4 cfs 0.3 cfs 

Detention 0.22 cfs Discharge smoothed 9.4 cfs 4.7 cfs 

Note: 1 “Proposed” condition includes discharges to Tibbetts Creek and the pumped runoff to the Cove 

 

Lake Sammamish is about 7.3 miles long and has an average depth of 58 feet.  Therefore, the wave 

celerity (wave speed) is approximately 43.2 ft/sec and the travel time of a gravity wave from the 

mouth of Tibbetts Creek to the north end of the Lake is approximately 15 minutes.  There is an 

overflow weir in Marymoor Park that controls water levels in Lake Sammamish and outflows to 

the upper Sammamish River.  This travel time is significantly less than the interval (one hour) of 

the results from the hydrologic model, and therefore we can assume that discharges to the south 

end of Lake Sammamish are “felt” at the northern end, and the overflow weir, within the resolution 

of the hydrologic model’s output.  We can also assume that, to first order, Lake WSELs are 

essentially flat, in the absence of non-discharge conditions (such as wind). 

 

The average annual discharge at USGS streamflow gauge 12125200, Sammamish River Near 

Woodinville, is 311 cfs.  However, the County believes that discharges from Lake Sammamish 

are influenced by backwater from Bear Creek.  King County has a gauge, M51, located in the 

Sammamish River but closer to the lake’s outlet.  Using available M51 data from July 2001 to 

May 2022, the minimum reported flow is 16.1 cfs.  We will assume that this would be a “worst 

case” low discharge to the Sammamish River during conditions in which stormwater from the 

Hyla Crossing project is being discharged to Lake Sammamish, as the rainy season will generally 

see larger flows in the Sammamish River and higher Lake levels. 
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King County developed a hydraulic model of the Sammamish River and included Lake 

Sammamish at the upstream extent.  The model also includes the outlet weir in Marymoor Park, 

Redmond that controls WSELs in Lake Sammamish.  Table 2 shows the part of the elevation-

volume curve developed for the hydraulic model that covers the operating range of Lake 

Sammamish. 

Table 2.  Lake Sammamish Elevation-Volume Table 

Stage Volume 

20.4 ft NAVD88 238,751 ac-ft 

32.6 ft NAVD88 296,143 ac-ft 

 

The maximum hourly difference in stormwater discharges to Lake Sammamish is 0.4 cfs (Table 

1).  Using the information in Table 2, it would take a discharge of 0.4 cfs about 24 days to increase 

the Lake level by 0.01 and more than 2 days to increase it by 0.001 feet.  And during any long 

averaging period, the averaged flow difference would decrease.  For example, the maximum 2-

day difference is 0.23 cfs, which would lengthen the appropriate averaging period. 

 

To evaluate the difference in Lake Sammamish WSELs, we used the King County Sammamish 

River model to develop a rating curve of elevations versus flow at the outlet weir from Lake 

Sammamish.  From this rating curve, an increase in outflow from the minimum value of 16.1 cfs 

(reported at King County’s M51 gauge) by 0.23 cfs would increase the water surface elevation by 

only 0.003 feet.  Under maximum (but unrealistic) detention basin conditions, the increase would 

be about 0.06 feet for a maximum daily increase of 0.47 cfs. 

 

 
Figure 1.  Rating Curve at Lake Sammamish Outlet Weir from King County Model of Sammamish River 
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This is a conservative estimate of “increases” in Lake Sammamish WSELs, and does not consider 

many other factors, such as wind and offsetting decreases in Lake WSELs. 

 

3. Effect of Discharges to Cove West of Tibbetts Creek 

The results of the hydrologic model show a maximum discharge to the cove at the north side of 

Lake Sammamish Park of 11.6 cfs.  To evaluate the impact of this maximum discharge on WSELs 

in the cove, we developed a two-dimensional (2D) hydraulic model of the cove using HEC-RAS 

version 6.2.  Figure 2 shows the 2D grid used, developed using a resolution of 20 feet, and the 

location of boundary conditions.  A constant inflow of 11.6 cfs was specified at the inflow 

boundary and a fixed WSEL of 32 feet specified at the “Cove Boundary”.  A uniform Manning’s 

n roughness value of 0.03 was specified. 

 

The terrain was developed using a combination of (1) a bathymetric survey of part of the cove 

provided by KPFF, (2) 5-feet contours of the lake developed from soundings obtained by King 

County, and (3) the most recent LiDAR coverage of the area.  These data were “blended” to match 

the boundary between 5-feet sounding contour data and LiDAR, and then imposing the site 

bathymetry where measured. 

 

Figure 3 shows the terrain after all three data sources are “blended”.  As can be seen in the figure, 

the depths in the bathymetric survey area are up to 15 feet deeper than shown in the terrain 

developed without the bathymetric survey (Figure 4).  As we would expect a greater increase in 

WSELs for shallower flows, we elected to use the terrain shown in Figure 4, without the 

bathymetric survey, to be conservative. 

 

The results of the model (Figure 5) show an increase in WSEL of 0.00002 feet at the mouth of the 

smaller cover near the discharge location and no increase (to 5 decimal places) at the dock closest 

to the discharge location.  These increases are well within the normal “no rise” criterion of 0.00 

feet and represent no significant increases in WSELs. 
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Figure 2.  Grid Used to Evaluate Cove Discharge 
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Figure 3.  Blended Terrain for Cove Model 
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Figure 4.  Blended Soundings and LiDAR for Cove Model 
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Figure 5.  Maximum Increases in Water Surface Elevations 

4. CONCLUSIONS 

In addressing the two issues raised in the Introduction, the analyses showed: 

1. Overall Lake Sammamish WSELs would decrease as the project would decrease the 

average annual discharge from 0.23 cfs to 0.22 cfs under both “Proposed” and 

“Detention” conditions. 

2. The analysis shows that under “Proposed” Conditions, the maximum increase in Lake 

Sammamish WSELs is 0.003 feet.  This “worst case” estimate assumes high stormwater 

discharges from the Hyla Crossing Project during extreme low outflows from Lake 

Sammamish. 

3. The maximum pumped discharge of water to the cove to the west of the mouth of 

Tibbetts Creek would result in no increase (to 5 decimal places) at the dock closest to the 

discharge location. 

4. Both of these WSEL maximum increases are well within the normal “no rise” criterion of 

0.00 feet (to two decimal places). 
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APPENDIX

-  Hyla Crossing Drainage Basin

-  Pumped Stormwater Path to Lake Washington

-  Pump Station Schematic - Site Plan

-  Pump Station Schematic - Section

-  Pump Station Schematic - Pump Chamber
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

DATE: August 18, 2022 

TO: Doug Yormik, City of Issaquah 
Gary Schimek, City of Issaquah 

FROM: Paul Fendt, PE  

SUBJECT: Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Lake Sammamish Level Study Peer Review  

CC:  John Phillips 
  

Parametrix was tasked by the City of Issaquah (City) on July 28, 2022, to complete a peer review of the Hyla 
Crossing Pumped Stormwater discharge and Lake Sammamish level study.  The review includes two documents: a 
cover letter dated June 8, 2022 from Martin Chase of KPFF and a technical memorandum (West TM) with 
appendix dated June 7, 2022 from Raymond Walton of West Consultants.  No other materials were provided.   I 
also reviewed other supplemental relevant background information from internet searches, such as the 
approximate surface area of Lake Sammamish (7.6 sq mi).  The scope of the peer review was to review and 
comment on the provided materials and West TM conclusions, which are provided to address two questions: 

Will the discharges from the development cause any increase in water surface elevation (WSELs) in 
Lake Sammamish compared to existing conditions, and 

Will the pumped discharge to a small cove to the west of where Tibbets Creek enters Lake 
Sammamish significantly elevate WSELs in the cove, and impact the docks of nearby homeowners. 

The review consists of considerations and comments on each section as presented in the West TM, followed by 
an opinion on the conclusions and findings of the West TM. 

Introduction 

The future development site area (the site) proposed for stormwater management is 47.7 acres.  No information 
was provided as to the current land cover or soils in the existing or proposed condition, nor were modeling inputs 
provided.  This review therefore defers the review of the modeling to others and is limited to the comparison of 
outputs presented in the West TM. 

The basis of the comparison is an evaluation of the “split” management of stormwater flows from the site.  The 
proposal seeks to send base flow to Tibbets Creek, pump detention-equivalent flows to Lake Sammamish via a 
pipe, and allow flows in excess of the stormwater detention requirements to overflow via gravity to Tibbets Creek.  
As noted in the West TM, this approach intends to manage (pump) the same stormwater as a normal stormwater 
management detention approach. 

Comment: The proposal requires an assessment of the proposed flow split for the pump design.  These are not 
completely fixed numbers – they can vary by event size, time of year, etc.  While this flow pathway split is an 
important consideration for the design of this system, the difference in flow disposition is not a key consideration 
because the total amount of water to be pumped or discharged is the same in all conditions.    

Impacts to Water Levels in Lake Sammamish 

Exhibit 10
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The West TM describes the obligation of the project to manage stormwater discharges to the “pre-developed” 
condition, modeling the amount of water to be detained in a vault system and discharged at the required pre-
development rate.  The project discharge rates were modeled and characterized by “average stormwater 
discharge” and “maximum hourly discharge” rates in Table 1 in the West TM (inserted below for quick reference).  
These are values to be used for a comparison of existing and future conditions to assess potential impacts on lake 
levels.  Notably, the increased hourly discharge for the highest hourly discharge rate for the 60-years of record 
modeled is 0.4 cfs.  When evaluated as a hydrograph over any 24-hour period, the increase is 0.3 cfs.  While 0.3 
cfs is more representative of the distributed volume of a large storm over a day, the 0.4 cfs would be more 
representative of an instantaneous peak flow. Additional discussion of applying this value is described below.  

 

Table 1 shows that the proposed condition average stormwater discharge and maximum hourly discharge would 
decrease between the existing condition and proposed condition, and notes that the proposed condition includes 
Tibbetts discharges and pumped runoff.  Unless there is a third stream of water diversion, infiltration, or other 
storage in the system that has not been described, it is unlikely that the flows would decrease as shown in the 
table.  It is also unclear how the maximum increase in hourly discharge (column three) could be a positive 
number, when the 0.4 cfs difference under proposed conditions would appear to be the difference in maximum 
hourly discharge between existing and proposed conditions and the table shows a decrease. 

No back-up information with modeling inputs or modeling results were provided for review, therefore it is not 
clear why the average and maximum hourly discharges decrease while the maximum increase in hourly discharge 
goes up 0.4 cfs in the “proposed” condition (and more in the detention condition).  However, if using the increase 
of 0.4 cfs, the West TM goes on to describe the influence of an increase in 0.4 cfs alone on lake levels.  The 
calculations made on the time to increase the overall lake level at this increased rate appear correct (using a lake 
area of about 7.6 sq mi).  This is a reasonable approach to evaluating the potential to address study question 1, 
notably the potential for any increase, and if the increase of 0.4 cfs is correct, then the findings of no impact is 
correct. 

When the maximum increase in hourly discharge and average discharge is applied as described, it is very unlikely 
that these concurrent events would occur as presented.  For example, this is the rate (0.4 cfs) for the one-hour 
maximum, while the by comparison the maximum for a two-day period is reported in the West TM as 0.23 cfs.  
The shorter time frame would be expected to have a greater difference than longer time frames under these 
circumstances.  However, the 0.4 cfs represents an increase, and the 0.23 represents existing conditions, which I 
believe has been done to demonstrate that the potential difference in scale of flow changes as the length of the 
flow comparison time (hydrograph length) increases.  This comparison is reasonable for this purpose but the 
magnitude of the values cannot be confirmed without additional information. 
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The description of the use of hourly peak flow information and the relationship to the travel time of a “wave” on 
Lake Sammamish is reasonable and we have no additional comment on that methodology. 

Regarding the use of stream gauges and information for establishing the potential downstream influences below 
the Lake Sammamish weir, we have not independently confirmed the data from weir or the unreferenced King 
County source, but due to my personal knowledge of the system from past investigations, these data are 
reasonable and in my opinion are unlikely to have any meaningful influence on the study question. 

It is unclear how the data in Table 2 were used to assess potential rise due to increased flows.  The storage 
volume at each stage could be used to reflect a stage-storage curve, which could be used to calculate the rise due 
to the increased flow.  The lake surface area I described above has similar results, therefore the outcomes for lake 
rise estimates apparently using the stage-storage data are reasonable and I would concur with the findings using 
those input rates. 

The evaluation using the rating curve for the outlet weir considered the average daily flow at low discharge levels, 
which would seem to have the greatest relevant influence on stages due to any increase in lake inputs.  It is 
unclear why this was done, as it doesn’t reflect potential stage increases at peak inflow and lake stages, which is 
where the overall concern is placed.  It does, however, confirm the relative low influence of peak flows from this 
site on a system of this size by showing that if the weir had this flow increase applied, the stage of the lake would 
increase by the stages shown.  This evaluation does not have a meaningful contribution to the findings. 

Effect of Discharges to Cove West of Tibbetts Creek 

This evaluation was prepared to determine if flow added to a particular location in the lake would cause an undue 
influence on stages or flows in a small cove west of the Tibbetts Creek inlet.  A hydrologic model was prepared to 
estimate inflow rates and a hydraulic model was prepared to evaluate the movement of water in the cove. 

No information was provided regarding hydrologic model inputs or results other than the 11.6 cfs reported in the 
West TM. This review therefore defers the review of the modeling to others and is limited to evaluating the 
results from the values presented in the West TM.  The methodology described for establishing the bathymetric 
grid for the hydraulic model seem sound and we have no comments on the approach.  The hydraulic model inputs 
of 11.6 cfs and WSEL of 32 feet are reasonable, and Manning’s roughness values are within normal ranges.  We 
have no comment on those inputs and rely on the professional judgement of the modeler. 

No other hydraulic modeling inputs or results were provided for review, therefore this review defers the review of 
the modeling to others and is limited to evaluating the results from the values presented in the West TM.  The 
outcomes shown with very low rises are expected and there is nothing in the provided findings to further 
comment on. 

Conclusions 

The West TM provided the following conclusion (in italics).  Following each conclusion is our summary opinion on 
the findings. 

 
1. Overall Lake Sammamish WSELs would decrease as the project would decrease the average annual 

discharge from 0.23 cfs to 0.22 cfs under both the “Proposed” and “Detention” conditions. 
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The amount of water coming from the 47.7 acre site discharging to the lake would not be decreased unless there 
was infiltration or storage introduced, although the rate could change slightly. Neither was described, therefore it 
is unlikely that WSELs would decrease.  However, the magnitude of possible rate increases presented or 
additional water volume, if any, would not be large or significant in scale with the size of the lake. I concur that 
the probable lake level increase, if any, would be very small to unmeasurable and not impactful. 

  
2. The analysis shows that under “Proposed” Conditions, the maximum increase in Lake Sammamish WSELs 

is 0.003 feet.  This “worst case” estimate assumes high stormwater discharges from the Hyla Crossing 
Project during extreme low flows from Lake Sammamish. 

This part of the analysis does confirm the relative low influence of peak flows from this site on a system of this 
size by showing that if the weir had this flow increase applied, the stage of the lake would increase by the amount 
shown.  It does provide a meaningful demonstration of the magnitude of water level changes required to make a 
measurable difference.  I have no other comment on this finding. 

 
3. The maximum pumped discharge of water to the cove to the west of the mouth of Tibbetts would result in 

no increase (to 5 decimal places) at the dock closest to the discharge location. 
 

We did not review the modeling results, but the methodology used is appropriate to address this question and 
results presented appear to be reasonable.  We concur with this finding subject to model review by others. 

 
4. Both of these WSEL maximum increase are well within the normal “no rise” criterion of 0.00 feet (to two 

decimal places). 

This statement is true in that this is the normal standard applied for flood management and the findings 
presented show this criterion is met. 

Additional comment: 

The Depart of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington has identified Lake Sammamish 
as a “flow exempt receiving water”, which means Ecology has determined that the impacts of flow discharges 
from development sites applying the manual are not expected to be significant and that those discharges meet 
the requirements of the permit.  Ecology does not require additional information or demonstration of status or 
impacts to flow exempt waters.  The project does appear to meet the requirements of the Ecology manual as 
described in the approach and subsequent findings. 
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